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The purposes of this study were (a) to identify
the concerns of middle school teachers about an adopted
curriculum innovation, (b) to determine their levels of
use of the innovation, and (c) to provide intervention
designed to resolve the teachers' concerns and thereby
increase their use of the innovation. The participants
in this study were 56 teachers who taught reading or
mathematics, or both in grades 6 and 8.
This study was guided by the concepts and tenets
of the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM). Two
dimensions of the CBAM were used in this study: (a)
the Stages of Concern about the Innovation and (b) the
2
Levels of Use of the Innovation. The innovation in
this study was a composition program which emphasized
the concept of "Writing Across the Curriculum".
A one group pretest-posttest research design was
used to conduct this investigation. Pre- and post¬
test data were collected and compared for changes in
teacher concerns and use of the innovation. The
changes were tested for significance using several
statistical techniques: (a) Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs
Signed-Ranks Test, (b) Kruskal-Wallis One-Way ANOVA by
Ranks, (c) Spearman correlation, and (d) Pearson
correlation.
The results of this study revealed that
significant differences existed between the subjects'
pre- and post-test Stages of Concern scores and between
their initial and final Levels of Use ratings. There
was no significant relationship between the subjects'
Stages of Concern about and Levels of Use of the
innovation. The results also showed that there was no
significant relationship between the subjects' concerns
about or their use of the innovation and demographic
variables, such as age, gender, level of education, and
length of testing experience. Although significant
3
changes were observed in the subjects' use of and
concerns about the innovation, the researcher could not
state conclusively that the changes were due solely to
the intervention tactics applied.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The educational reform movements of the last three
decades have had tremendous impact upon the educational
systems of this nation. With each reform have come
mandates to improve the status of education in our
schools, colleges, and universities. Hence,
innumerable innovations have been thrust upon America's
educational institutions--al1 with the intent of
ameliorating the ills of education. In the early
sixties there was a proliferation of curriculum
development activities in response to the launching of
Sputnik. In the seventies, there was a plethora of
innovations in response to the "back-to-the-basics"
movement. Likewise, the educational reform movement of
the eighties has called for educational changes
designed to address the ills outlined in reports and
studies, such as the Paidea Proposal: An Educational
Manifesto; Educating Americans for the 21st Century; A
Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform;
A Place Called School and Horace's Compromise.
Thus, it seems that approximately every ten years
1
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the educational institutions of this nation are given a
mandate to overhaul education. That observation might
prompt one to ask "Why is this necessary, if schools,
colleges, and universities are implementing changes and
bringing in innovations which address the identified
educational needs?" The responses to such a question
would be numerous and varied.
One reason for the need to seek frequent
innovations in education is advanced by Goodlad and
Klein (1970, p. 97), "Many of the changes believed to
be taking place in schools have not been getting into
the classrooms; many were blunted on the school and the
classroom door." On the other hand. Parish and Arends
(1983) found that lack of the success of many past
innovation attempts was related to several factors: (a)
how schools work as social systems, (b) how the
political processes influence change efforts, and (c)
the many dilemmas facing those who attempt to
facilitate school improvement. According to Hall
(1979), delivering an innovation to the teacher's
classroom does not mean that change automatically will
occur. Marcia K. Knoll, a past president of the
Association for Supervision and Curriculum, stated that
3
"One of the most common and serious mistakes made by
administrators and leaders of a change process is to
presume that once an innovation is introduced and the
initial training has been completed the intended users
will put the innovation into practice." Knoll further
stated that "A second serious mistake is to assume that
all users of the innovation will react in similar ways"
(cited in Hord, Rutherford, Huling-Austin, & Hall,
1987, p. vi). Observers of school improvement seem to
support the assertion that change does not occur at the
classroom level simply because a memo decreeing change
is sent, or because it is mandated by state or federal
law (Hall, Hord & Griffin, 1980). There exist much
expert testimony and indepth case studies to support
the failure of change to take place at the classroom
level.
Recently, policy makers and practitioners have
begun to give increased attention to classroom level
variables. Seemingly, they have come to realize that
the ultimate unit for examining effectiveness and the
adoption of curriculum changes in schools is the
classroom teacher. Hence, increased priority has been
given to understanding the improvement process as
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perceived by the classroom teacher (Rutherford, Hall
and Newlove, 1982). It has become clear to change
researchers that implementation is not equal to the
delivery of the innovation as has been widely assumed
in the past.
As more knowledge has been gained about the change
process, the focus of change research has moved to
examining the roles and efforts of those persons who
are expected to be involved in the process. That focus
has been directed at the teachers' roles and
experiences as they implement educational innovations.
The concerns-based approach has been recommended by
change researchers at the Research and Development
Center for Teacher Education (RSDCTE) at the University
of Texas in Austin as a research-verified way of
thinking about, planning for, monitoring, and
facilitating change. The concerns-based approach views
change not only as a process but also takes into
account the personal side of change as experienced by
teachers (Hall S Hord, 1987).
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to use
the dimensions of the Concern-Based Adoption Model
(CBAM), a mechanism for change facilitation developed
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by Gene Hall and his colleagues to identify the Stages
of Concern of sixth and eighth grade teachers about an
adopted curriculum innovation; to determine the
teachers' Levels of Use of the innovation; and to use
this assessment data to provide intervention. The
study was conducted in seven schools of a large inner-
city school district.
The school district which was the setting of this
study is among the five largest districts in the state
of Georgia. It is composed of 83 elementary schools
which serve students in kindergarten through grade 5;
however, 7 of the elementary schools serve students
from kindergarten through grade 7. In addition to the
elementary schools, there are 13 middle schools serving
students in grades 6, 7, and 8. The district also has
17 high schools that primarily serve students in grades
9 through 12; however, 5 of the 17 high schools serve
students in grades 8 through 12. During the 1988-89
school year, there were 63,000 students enrolled in the
school district: 92% of the students were black, 7%
were white, and 1% were other races or nationalities.
The district employed 3,600 classroom teachers: 92% of
them were black and the remaining 8% was composed of
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whites and other races. The school district is
subdivided into three administrative areas--each with
an area superintendent who administers about one third
of the elementary, middle, and high schools. The
administrative area in which this study was conducted
contained 42 schools, only 7 of them were involved in
the study: four middle schools and three high schools.
There were 1,450 classroom teachers employed in the
schools of this area; 195 of them were employed at the
middle school level and 503 were employed at the high
school level .
The school district in which this study was
conducted has been involved extensively in change and
innovation since the early seventies. Many noteworthy
changes and innovations occurred from 1973 to 1988
which led some persons to view the district as a very
dynamic and progressive one.
One of the more recent innovations undertaken by
the designated district was a curriculum innovation:
during the 1986-87 school year, a composition program
was initiated. This innovation was designed to provide
students in kindergarten through twelfth grade with the
skills needed to write compositions which meet the
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writing competencies mandated by the Georgia State
Department of Education. That required months of work
which was performed by a district-wide committee
composed of the district language arts coordinator,
area language arts resource teachers, and classroom
teachers from across the district. After the
composition program was developed, new curricular
materials were identified and provided to schools;
inservice activities were conducted for school staffs
at the central level and at the school site; each
school developed a plan of action which outlined the
strategies to be utilized in achieving the district's
goal of improving student writing achievement. The
concept "Writing across the Curriculum" was emphasized.
That meant all content area teachers were expected to
incorporate composition skills into the subject matter
that they had been assigned to teach.
The school district intensified its program
efforts in the middle and high schools because students
in grades 6, 8, and 10 are administered the Georgia
Basic Skills Writing Test annually. The test is
administered at the sixth and eighth grade levels for
diagnostic purposes; that is, to identify the students'
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strengths and weaknesses in composing writing samples.
But at the tenth grade level, students must score at or
above the cut-off which has been established by the
state of Georgia for the receipt of a diploma upon
completion of high school.
Statement of the Problem
Problem Situation
The composition program has now been a part of the
curriculum for almost three years. Yet, the
performance of the district's sixth and eighth grade
students on the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test is
still below that of their peers in other school
districts in the state of Georgia. In 1987, only 39%
of the sixth graders in this school district scored
above the state-wide mean scale score, and only 34% of
the eighth graders scored above the state mean score.
However, in 1988, some improvement was shown: 43% of
the sixth graders and 43% of the eighth graders scored
above the state mean scale score.
Although the data indicate that the students are
making progress, they still lag behind students in
other school districts. Why does this phenomenon
exist, if this district's composition program is
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designed in accordance with the state's prescribed
course of study and according to the needs of the
students? If the curriculum changes mandated are being
implemented, why is student performance on the writing
test not increasing significantly?
This study sought to respond to those questions in
the following ways: (a) the concerns of sixth and
eighth grade teachers about the composition program
were assessed, (b) their levels of use of the program
were determined, and (c) the impact of intervention on
changing their concerns and behaviors was investigated.
The Research Problem
This study addressed the following question: Can
teachers' Stages of Concern about and Levels of Use of
an innovation be changed significantly by the
intervention tactics/strategies prescribed by the
Concerns-Based Adoption Model?
More specifically, this study was designed to
answer the following questions:
1. What are the Stages of Concern that existed
among the subjects before and after
intervention?
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2. What are the Levels of Use that existed among
the subjects before and after intervention?
3. Is there any relationship between the
subjects' Stages of Concern about the
innovation and their Levels of Use of the
innovation before and after intervention?
4. Is there any difference between the subjects'
Stages of Concern about the innovation and
their content area assignments?
5. Is there any difference between the subjects'
Levels of Use of the innovation and their
content area assignments?
6. Is there any relationship between the
subjects' Stages of Concern about the
innovation and the demographic variables:
gender, age, level of education, and length
of teaching experience?
7. Is there any relationship between the
subjects' Levels of Use of the innovation and
the demographic variables: gender, age,
level of education and length of teaching
experience?
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Delimitations of the Study
The purpose of this section is to list those
factors related to constructs and population which
limit this research. The following limits were
identified:
1. The Concerns-based Adoption Model itself
delimits the kind of information gathered in
that the resultant information is a
generation of teachers' opinions, ideas, and
attitudes, without value judgments on the
writer's part regarding the statements.
2. This study is confined to seven schools--
four middle schools and three high schools.
The seven schools involved were located in
the same administrative area. Within each
school, data collection was confined to an
accessible population.
3. The data collection was confined to teachers
who provide reading, and/or mathematics
instruction to students who qualified for
Chapter I services in grades 6 and 8.
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4. The identity of the subjects and the schools
is protected. Therefore, only aggregate data
are reported in the findings and conclusions.
In summary, the results of this study are
applicable only to the subjects who participated. The
subjects involved were chosen because they taught a
certain population of students and because they were
assigned to teach certain subject matter content;
therefore, results cannot be generalized from this
sample to the general population.
Limitations of the Study
The research design of this study had certain
limitations that must be identified and stated in order
that the conclusions of this study may be regarded in
the proper perspective. Therefore, the following
limitations were identified:
1. The internal validity of this study is
threatened by at least two extraneous
variables--history and testing.
The study is limited with respect to subject
selection, procedures implemented, and
statistical techniques applied.
2.
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3. The findings and conclusions are
generalizable only to subjects with similar
characteristics as those involved in this
study.
Hence, this investigation is limited by the nature
of its subjects, procedures, statistical tests, and the
generalizability of the findings to other populations.
Significance of the Study
For decades it has been widely expected that the
initiation of change in schools would somehow
miraculously lead to its becoming a part of typical
classroom or school practice. But change is now viewed
by researchers as a process and not an event. Change
is a process which requires time and takes place in
phases. Change is advocated by Hall and Hord (1987) to
be a process for and by people, to have a technical
side and a human side, and to start and end with
individuals who collaboratively make schools effective.
The Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM), a change
model developed by Hall, Dossett, and Wallace (1973),
purports to offer a research-verified way to think
about, plan for, monitor, and facilitate change.
Therefore, the intent of this study was to test the
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effectiveness of this model as an approach to assessing
teachers regarding their concerns about and the use of
an adopted innovation.
Hopefully, the results of this study will provide
some insights into the human dynamics operating in
schools relative to the implementation of an
innovation. With information from this study, it is
hoped that principals, curriculum specialists, resource
teachers, staff developers and other central office
personnel will review their roles in the facilitation
of change and work toward becoming more effective
facilitators of change.
Perhaps, the data generated from this study will
indicate whether or not the Concerns-Based Adoption
Model (CBAM) is an approach which could be utilized by
this school district to facilitate the implementation
of innovations in the future.
Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study the following terms
were defined:
1. Innovation - the process or program being
implemented. According to Hall, George, and Rutherford
(1979) innovation is a generic term which refers to the
15
issue, object, problem, or challenge which is the focus
of concerns. Specifically, the innovation in this
study was the school district's composition program
which emphasized the concept of "Writing Across the
Curriculum."
2. Concern - the feelings, attitudes, thoughts,
ideas, or reactions a teacher has related to the
specified innovation.
3. Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) - a
change model developed by the researchers at the
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
at the University of Texas in Austin. The model is
designed to describe the process of change in terms of
the individuals involved. The model is based on the
theory that innovation adopters develop along two
important dimensions as they implement an innovation:
(a) in the kinds of concerns they have about the
innovation (Stages of Concern) and (b) in the their
skill and sophistication in the use of the innovation
(Levels of Use).
4. Stage of Concern (SoC) - that dimension of the
CBAM which identifies teachers' concerns about an
innovation in seven categories: Awareness,
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Informational, Personal, Management, Consequence,
Collaboration, and Refocusing (see Appendix A).
5. Level of Use (LoU) - that dimension of the
CBAM which identifies the teachers' use of the
innovation at one of eight levels: Non-use
Orientation, Preparation, Mechanical, Routine,
Refinement, Integration, and Renewal (see Appendix D).
6. Teacher Change - any pretest/posttest
difference in a teacher's Stage of Concern and Level of
Use.
7. Pretest Scores - teacher's scores/ratings from
SoCQ and LoUI before intervention.
8. Posttest Scores - teacher's scores/ratings
from SoCQ and LoUI after intervention.
9. Intervention - the actions employed to
influence the use of the innovation and to resolve the
concerns of the subjects. In this study, the actions
suggested by Hall (1979) were utilized.
10. Chapter I-Eligible student - a student who
scored at or below the 35th percentile on the Iowa Test
of Basic Skills (ITBS) in reading and/or mathematics
and who received instructional services in a classroom
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setting where the pupil-teacher ratio did not exceed
14:1.
11. Content Area Assignment - the subject matter
assigned to teachers. In this study, the participating
teachers were assigned to teach reading, mathematics,
or both reading and mathematics.
Organization of the Study
Chapter I has presented the introduction, the
statement of the problem, delimitations and limitations
of the study as well as the definition of relevant
terms. The remainder of this research report is
organized into five chapters. Chapter II contains a
review of related literature and research in four
parts: (a) implementation of educational change, (b)
teacher receptivity to change, (c) intervention for
teacher change, and (d) the Concerns-Based Adoption
Model studies. In Chapter III a theoretical framework
for the study is presented. The independent and
dependent variables are explained. The relationships
of the variables are explicated using the tenets of the
Concerns-Based Adoption Model. Chapter IV includes a
discussion of the subjects, materials, and the
procedures, including the statistical techniques, used
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to conduct the study. An analysis of the data and the
findings are reported in Chapter V. The suiranary,
conclusions, and recommendations are reported in
Chapter VI.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
AND RESEARCH
In this review of related literature, although the
most current research available was selected for
inclusion, certain conceptual and empirical
considerations of the present investigation were
identified which necessitated that previous research
providing impetus for this study be cited. Also
presented is literature which addresses the four topics
chosen to facilitate the examination of the problem;
namely (a) the implementation of educational change,
(b) teacher receptivity to change, (c) intervention for
teacher change, and (d) the Concerns-Based Adoption
Model studies.
The first section of this chapter contains a
review of some significant work dealing with the
implementation of educational change, especially the
change processes in school organizations, conditions
associated with successful change efforts, obstacles
which impede change efforts, and guidelines and
strategies for implementing change.
19
20
In the second section of the chapter, research
related to teacher receptivity to change is cited.
The third section contains a review of the
literature on the Concerns-Based Adoption Model
studies. And in the last section, a brief summary of
the literature relative to changing teachers' attitudes
and practices using intervention is presented.
Implementing Educational Change
There have been many unsuccessful attempts aimed
at improving the quality of education in our schools,
colleges, and universities. According to Parish and
Arends (1983), over the last two decades concerned
people in local schools have expended considerable
energy and resources trying to make schools better.
They reported that in education, innovations or
revisions in programs had have only about a 20 percent
success rate. From their study of five midwestern
school districts that adopted innovative programs and
later discontinued their use. Parish and Arends (1983)
concluded that the lack of success in implementing
programs may be due to three factors: (a) a lack of
understanding of how schools work as social systems,
(b) how political processes influence change efforts.
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and (c) the many dilemmas facing those who attempt to
facilitate school improvement. Based on the
information gathered in their study as well as that
from the research of others. Parish and Arends
recommended the following guidelines for planning and
disseminating new programs:
1. Understand the culture of the school. It is
essential for those in schools, and those from outside
the school, to understand the culture of the group
involved and plan their implementation efforts
accordingly.
2. Extend the time for training teachers. For
most new programs extended training spread over time is
a prerequisite for change.
3. Develop a two-level school site implementation
plan. Any implementation plan must be developed with
heavy collaborative input and involvement of teachers
and principals prior to training.
4. Expect, encourage, and assist with
adaptations. Those who plan change efforts within
schools and those who provide assistance from the
outside must learn how to maintain the essential
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ingredients of an innovation while allowing it to be
molded to fit local situations and preferences.
Mullaney (1983) compiled and synthesized research
related to implementing planned change in educational
organizations. She reported that other studies have
yielded somewhat different statistics relative to the
success rate of innovations but that the overall
conclusion is that past planned change efforts in
schools have failed more often than not.
In her review of the literature on planned change,
Mullaney (1983) focused on four topics: (a) the
structure and dynamics of educational organizations,
(b) the change process in school organizations, (c)
strategies and intervention tactics, and (d) obstacles
to planned change.
Mullaney's analysis of the literature revealed the
following information:
1. Schools are bureaucracies. And as
bureaucracies, they are characterized by the structural
features of specialization, professionalism, and a
hierarchy of authority.
2. Planned change encompasses various stages
which include (a) recognition and assessment of need.
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(b) initiation, (c) adoption, (d) implementation, and
(e) evaluation. A planned change, when successful,
results in the institutionalization of new ideas,
behaviors, attitudes, etc. This means that the desired
change has been incorporated as a part of the structure
of the organization.
3. Planned change in the school setting is a
highly complex and dynamic process. Therefore,
practitioners who seek to implement meaningful changes
in their schools must be knowledgeable about both the
change process and the structure of school
organizations.
4. Other conditions which tend to be associated
with successful planned change efforts are (a) positive
school climate, (b) district-level commitment to the
change effort, (c) effective leadership from the
principal, (d) active involvement by the principal in
the change effort, (e) participant decision making and
planning, (f) effective in-service training, (g) a
clear understanding of change goals, strategies, and
tactics by those involved in the change effort as well
as by the community, (h) community support for the
change, (i) flexibility built into the goals.
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strategies, and tactics so that changes can be adapted
to the particular context, and (j) change process
focused at the level of the individual school.
5. Eight obstacles which impede planned change
efforts have been identified (e.g. Gross, 1977): (a)
failure to diagnose the problem adequately, (b) failure
to anticipate or resolve implementation problems, (c)
an ad hoc approach to education innovation, (d)
uncritical acceptance of existing innovations, (e)
absence of monitoring and feedback mechanisms, (f) lack
of teacher and community involvement, (g) inadequate
planning and (h) absence of leadership.
Mullaney (1983) noted that presently there is no
synthesized perspective on planned change but that
there are several commonalities in the literature from
which three trends can be distilled:
1. Planned change has been recognized as an
organizational rather than an individual phenomenon
(e.g. Baldridge & Deal, 1977; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977;
Gaynor, 1977; Kozuch, 1979; Porter, 1980). Changes in
any one part of the organization will result in changes
in other parts of the organization.
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2. It has been recognized that perceptions and
meanings of planned change efforts will vary with
different actors and groups of actors within an
organization.
3. Research suggests that planned change is a
dynamic process which is continually being negotiated
and redefined in the implementation process.
Mullaney (1983) also reviewed several empirical
studies dealing with planned change. She sought to
ascertain whether there is evidence that certain
properties of the innovation, the formal and informal
structure of the organization, school climate, or the
environment are conducive to or inhibitive of
educational planned change efforts. She found that
when consideration is given to the relationship between
outcome and the properties of an innovation (e.g.
method of implementation, substantive concerns, size of
budget), studies suggest that attempts at educational
improvement tend to fail for adoptive rather than
substantive reasons (e.g.. Charters, et al., 1973).
Other studies reviewed by Mullaney concerning the
properties of the innovation produced the following
results: (a) the actual kind of project was less
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important to effective implementation than the way in
which it was implemented (e.g., Berman and McLaughlin,
1978; Porter, 1980); (b) perceived complexity of an
innovation is negatively related to its success (e.g.,
Crowther, 1972; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Porter, 1980);
and (c) more expensive projects were not more likely to
be successful than were less expensive projects (e.g.,
Berman & McLaughlin, 1978). On the other hand, another
researcher reported a positive relationship between
budgetary size and implementation success (e.g..
Porter, 1980). Porter suggested that her positive
finding may be due to the fact that the innovations she
studied had smaller budgets in general than those in
the Berman and McLaughlin studies.
From her review of the literature on leadership
for change, Mullaney reported on studies which suggest
that the principal plays a vital role in change efforts
(e.g., Berman & McLaughlin, 1976; Keys & Bartunek,
1979; Porter, 1980; Rosenblum S Jastrzab, 1980). It is
the principal's active involvement, rather than his/her
verbal support, that is important to securing the
support of organizational participants (e.g.,
and Gingrich, 1975).
Conner
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Additional findings of Mullaney's review of the
literature on leadership for change and on school
climate were:
1. There is a greater likelihood of an
innovation failing if the principal is averse to the
change effort or if he/she is neutral (e.g., Conner and
Gingrich, 1975).
2. A distinct emphasis should be placed on the
involvement of the principal in the change process
(e.g., Nicholson & Tracy, 1982).
3. Desired classroom changes rarely become
permanent unless teachers continued to receive
incentives after the implementation. It was found that
the principal has the responsibility for ensuring that
incentives are available (e.g., Corbett, 1982).
4. Active support from the superintendent and
other central office personnel is also critical to
planned change efforts. Their active involvement
rather than mere verbal support was required (e.g..
Keys & Bartunek, 1979; Runkel & Schmurk, 1974, 1976;
Schmuch, Murray, Smith, Schwartz S Runkel, 1975).
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5. Good school climate is related to greater
success in planned change effort (e.g., Berman &
McLaughlin, 1976; Comer, 1980; Porter, 1980).
6. The quality of the working relationship among
teachers, participation in decision making by teachers,
and the relationship between the principal and teachers
were three organizational climate variables found to be
related to the success of a change effort (e.g.,
Schienfeld, 1979).
Mullaney (1983) noted that a key problem with the
literature citing the relationship between good climate
and successful change efforts is that it fails to
identify ways in which climate can be improved to
facilitate change efforts.
Fullan (1982), in his comprehensive work on
educational change, listed and discussed ten factors
associated with the adoption of an innovation: (a)
existence and quality of innovations, (b) access to
information by those persons who will actually
implement the innovation, (c) advocacy and assistance
from central office administrators, (d) teacher
advocacy, (e) assistance from outside agents or
consultants, (f) attitude of the community toward an
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innovation, (g) availability of funds, (h) the
influence of legislation and policy, (i) organizational
structure, and (j) organizational climate.
In svinunary, the literature on change revealed that
change in educational settings is a dynamic and complex
process which is affected by many variables. There
appears to be factors and conditions which will either
foster or impede change efforts. There is no tidy
prescription for implementing a change effort that
ensures its success. According to the literature, one
must recognize that innovation attempts evolve
incrementally and that a change effort is continually
undergoing revision and adaptation. Seemingly there
exists a dynamic interface between the change process
and the change context. If one understands the
interface, the potential obstacles can be anticipated
and appropriate goals, objective, strategies, and
tactics can be selected, evaluated, and revised to
better fit the conditions of the particular
environment. Thus, change agents must be adept at
understanding planned change as a complex and dynamic
process occurring within a myriad of interrelated
contextual factors.
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Teacher Receptivity to Systemwide Change
Waugh and Punch (1987) examined studies related to
the implementation of systemwide educational change in
the implementation stage; their review focused
particularly on teacher receptivity to those changes.
In reviewing the literature they attempted to extract
those general variables which seemed to relate to
teacher receptivity to a variety of educational changes
in a variety of situations, six general variables were
extracted and summarized. They are (a) basic attitudes
to education, (b) the extent that fears and
uncertainties associated with the changes are
alleviated, (c) practicality of the change in operation
(d) perceived expectations and beliefs about the change
in operation, (e) perceived school support for the
change in operation, and (f) personal cost appraisal
for the change in operation.
Basic Attitudes to Education
Waugh and Punch (1987) found that a great
proportion of the change literature is related to
barriers to change (e.g.. Charters & Pellegin, 1973;
Eichholz, 1963; Kazlow, 1977; Nisbet & Collins, 1978;
Pellegin, 1975; Wieloner, 1963; Willower, 1963). In
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some of these studies it was found that basic attitudes
had a strong effect on teacher receptivity to change.
Nisbet and Collins found that it is not easy to change
educational principles and methods which are well
entrenched and sanctioned by tradition. Two Australian
studies (e.g., Campbell, 1978; McAtee, 1978) support
the finding of Nisbet and Collins.
Waugh and Punch (1987) also reviewed the work of
several other researchers (e.g., Baldridge & Deal,
1975; Giacquinta, 1973; Stern & Keislar, 1975). In a
study done by Giacquinta it was found that the ability
to exhibit new attitudes, values, and behaviors is a
characteristic that is central to change. The
difficulty of effecting change in people's basic
values, attitudes, and behaviors is often underplayed
and ignored. This finding is supported by Baldridge
and Deal who found that organizations often have deep
roots in history. Teachers are not likely to be
strongly receptive to any proposed or attempted
implementation of a change that is in direct conflict
with the traditional values of a school or school
system.
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In a major review of teachers' attitudes to
change, it was found (e.g.. Stern and Keislar, 1975)
that weakly held attitudes may be changed, especially
when that change is not strongly at variance with the
original attitudes. Therefore, it seems likely that
planned educational changes that involve teachers in a
conflict with their basic educational attitudes and
beliefs would not be well received by those teachers.
Alleviation of Fears and Uncertainties
Waugh and Punch (1987) reported a study done by
Cancian in 1972 which began with the notion that
innovative efforts, in general, represent situations of
uncertainty. It was found that in educational change
the lack of knowledge is likely to be related to the
extent of uncertainty and hence to receptivity to
change. In a study conducted by McAtee in Western
Australia in 1978, it was found that teachers*
attitudes toward the change under investigation were
positively related to the knowledge of the main aspect
of that change (cited in Waugh and Punch, 1987). They
also reported that a Swedish researcher, Marklund
(1971; 1965, cited in Husen S Boalt, 1967) found a
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positive relationship between teachers' attitudes to a
major educational reform and knowledge of that reform.
Additionally, Waugh and Punch (1987) examined the
work of Gross, Giacquinta, and Bernstein (1971), who in
their sociological analysis of change, reported that
skills and knowledge necessary to perform a new role,
when not present, or attended to, promote significant
blockage to change. Lack of clarity or abstractness of
the change proposal is often quoted as a barrier to
change, both in single case studies of change (e.g.,
Charters S Pellegrin, 1973; Jones, 1973; Leithwood,
Clipsham, Maynes, Baxter St McNabb, 1976; Reynolds,
1973) and in a number of reviews (Fullan, 1972; Nisbet
& Collins, 1978; Pellegrin, 1975). It may well be that
fears and uncertainties are related to status position
through teachers' estimations of perceived risk at
least for some changes. In addition, feedback and
meetings with teachers and change agents are often
cited as barriers to change when not attended to during
the implementation of the change (e.g.. Gross, 1971;
Zaltman, 1977). It is likely that, if these
uncertainities and fears could be quickly alleviated,
implementation would proceed more smoothly.
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Practicality of the Change in Operation
Waugh and Punch examined the work of Doyle and
Ponder (1977-1978) who argued that, when change is
proposed, teachers decide whether or not that change is
"practical", and this judgement determines its chances
of implementation. Ponder and Doyle suggested that
teachers use three criteria in judging. Teachers first
decide if a change proposal allows for classroom
contingencies. Second, they make decisions about the
proposal in terms of their own situations. Thirdly,
they are concerned about what the change will cost
them.
According to Waugh and Punch (1987), there is
evidence from Australian studies that teacher
receptivity to change is consistent with Doyle and
Ponder's arguments (e.g., Campbell, 1978; McAtee,
1978). Campbell reported adverse teacher reactions
when the change involved an overwhelming emphasis on
assignments and tests to the detriment of classroom
learning. McAtee found that teachers who felt that the
new system did not suit their subject and way of
teaching were less likely to support the system than
teachers of opposite dispositions.
35
In a study of the factors influencing teachers'
responses to curriculum innovations in Scotland, Brown
and Mclntye (1978) found a consistent relationship
between their results and the arguments outlined by
Doyle and Ponder (1977-1978). They found that the vast
majority of teachers thought about their teaching
primarily in terms of content covered and their own or
their pupils’ classroom activities rather than in
relation to objectives specified for the course. They
also found that the majority of teachers felt that they
have the right to make decisions about what is taught
in their classroom (cited in Waugh & Punch, 1987).
Acceptance of the practicality argument in
decision making helps to explain why many changes are
adopted but never really implemented as planned. This
finding is consistent with the findings of Berman and
McLaughlin (1976) and Waugh and Punch (1985) on the
factors influencing the implementation of change. And
that is, that implementation is influenced primarily
by local factors and not, for example, by the adoption
of a particular technology or the availability of
information.
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Perceived School Support for the Change
Stern and Keislar (1977) found that an accepting
environment was important in changing teacher attitudes
with regard to major change. Teachers apparently need
to feel free to express their doubts and concerns and
to gain support for their new roles in the change.
This was supported by Paul (1977), who found that the
orientation of staff influences the change process and
teacher reactions to it (cited in Waugh & Punch, 1987).
Berman and McLaughlin (1976) found that the active
support of principals and teachers increased the
chances of successful change implementation. Paul
(1977) found that leadership that promotes and supports
the change process will influence the level of
satisfaction among staff, a situation that will result
in positive reactions toward the change as a whole
(cited in Waugh S Punch, 1987).
Personal Cost Appraisal of the Change
Doyle and Ponder (1977-1978) suggested that
teacher decision making is oriented to the concrete and
procedural rather than to the abstract and general.
When a change is proposed, teachers are likely to ask
if the amount of return is greater than the amount of
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investment, not in monetary terms, but rather in terms
of, for example, promotions, student response, personal
satisfaction, and the effect on home life. Stern and
Keislar (1977) found much evidence to support this.
They found that where new teaching approaches are
perceived as rewarding, the teacher's attitude is apt
to be modified in a positive direction (cited in Waugh
and Punch, 1987).
Pincus (1974) reported that classroom teachers
receive little incentive and support to spend time and
effort trying to implement planned changes. Their
reactions to planned changes are, therefore, often
negative. House (1974) also argued that the personal
cost to teachers of implementing innovations is often
high and that there is little indication from them that
the effort is worthwhile. The costs include the amount
of energy, time, and the difficulty involved in
learning new skills and procedures that they must often
bear at their own expense. Hall (1979) used teacher
concerns in relation to the reward structure in his
research on the stages of concern for innovations, and
Downs and Mohi (1976) included the concept of costs in
their discussion of the change process. According to
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Waugh and Punch (1987), in some case studies of change,
researchers have reported that costs of implementation
of a change are often high--student dissatisfaction,
conflict, and personal dissatisfaction (Leithwood et
al., 1976). Hence, it would seem that when any change
is mooted, teacher reactions to it are likely to be
related to a cost appraisal (cited in Waugh and Punch,
1987).
In summary, this section of the review of
literature focused on the change literature dealing
with the individuals who ultimately are responsible for
implementing change. In the past, the study of planned
change focused on understanding the technical side of
change and the political, economic, and organizational
factors which influence it. However, over the last
thirty years, researchers seemed to have concentrated
on the adoption of innovations by individuals.
As a result of this emphasis on individuals in the
adoption of change, a large body of literature has
developed around the phenomenon of initial resistance
to change. The individual was seen as adopting or
rejecting new ideas, and consequently, it was seen as
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necessary to study ways of changing attitudes toward
these ideas or innovations.
Hence, Waugh and Punch (1987) examined the
research on systemwide variables affecting teacher
receptivity to educational change. They attempted to
extract those general variables that related to teacher
receptivity to a variety of educational change in a
variety of situations. They presented theoretical as
well as empirical studies from a variety of countries.
However, only studies relevant to systemwide planned
educational change in the implementation stage were
utilized. Waugh and Punch extracted six general
variables. They are (a) basic attitudes to education,
(b) the extent that fears and uncertainties associated
with change are alleviated, (c) practicality of the
change in operation, (d) perceived expectations and
beliefs about the change in operation, (e) perceived
school support for the change in operation, and (f)
personal cost for the change in operation.
Research Related to the Concerns-Based
Adoption Model (CBAM)
Studies that utilized the CBAM and more
specifically, the Stages of Concern (SoC) and the
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Levels of Use (LoU) dimensions are reviewed in this
section.
Teacher Concerns
Frances Fuller, in the mid and late sixties,
introduced the first research dealing with the concerns
of teachers. Fuller, a counseling psychologist,
approached her studies from a clinical rather than a
pedagogical point of view. She conducted a series of
group counseling sessions and longitudinal in-depth
interviews of student teachers. From her work. Fuller
(1969) proposed a developmental conceptualization of
the concerns of teachers. She proposed that there are
three phases of concerns that preservice teachers
experience as they progress through their teacher
education program. The earliest of these concerns are
self concerns--concerns that focus on their own
adequacy. When the self concerns are resolved, task
concerns are aroused. Task concerns focus on the
methodology of teaching. Fuller also found that it was
possible for preservice teachers to develop impact
concerns--concerns about the impact of their teaching
upon students and whether or not students are learning.
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The results of Fuller's work lead to the
development of the Concerns Theory which states that
concerns develop sequentially from self concerns, to
task concerns, to impact concerns.
In the 1970s, Fuller and her colleagues further
pursued research into the dynamics of teachers'
concerns (Fuller, Parsons S Watkins, 1973) and their
assessment, arousal, and resolution (Fuller & Brown,
1975; Fuller & Manning, 1972). Consequently, their
work on concerns of teachers formed the basis for the
development of the Stages of Concern dimension of the
Concerns-Based Adoption Model (Hall, George, &
Rutherford, 1979).
Since the pioneering research by Frances Fuller, a
number of other studies (George, 1977; Hall, 1975,
1977; Hall S Loucks, 1978; and Yeh, 1974) have been
conducted which substantiate her findings that
teachers, preservice and inservice, exhibit concerns
about teaching. These studies showed that the
teachers' concerns develop from lower stages to higher
stages as predicted by the Concerns Theory studies.
Other studies (James & Hall, 1980; Loucks, 1977a,
1977b; Loucks & Melle, 1980; Pratt, Melle, Metzdorf &
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Loucks, 1980) have determined that teachers' concerns
and attitudes are manipulable through interventions
designed to address teachers' stages of concern.
Concerns-Based Adoption Studies
Building on Fuller's work, the Concerns-Based
Adoption Model was conceptualized by Hall, Wallace, and
Dossett (1973) as a theoretical sequence of stages;
that model hypothesized that teachers pass through a
series of stages of concern when they are attempting or
are expected to use new innovative materials. They
utilized Fuller's Concerns Theory to initiate a model
of change that evolved into three dimensions: (a)
Stages of Concern (SoC), (b) Levels of Use (LoU), and
(c) Innovation Configuration (IC).
The most extensive research dealing with the
Concerns Theory has been done by members of the
research team at the Research and Development Center
for Teacher Education (R&DCTE) at the University of
Texas in Austin. Fourteen years of research reveals
that concerns change over time in a fairly predictable,
developmental manner. Other findings from the research
at R&DCTE are (a) inservice and other intervention
activities can be designed in advance to address
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concerns since the concerns are predictable, (b) the
arousal of impact concerns is directly related to what
principals and others do and do not do, (c) personal
concerns are a natural and typical part of the change
process, (d) the Concerns Theory does not apply only to
teachers; it applies to principals and other change
facilitators as well (Hall & Hord, 1987).
The CBAM dimensions have been used in a number of
studies to assess teachers' concern about and use of an
innovation. George and Rutherford (1978) used the
Stages of Concern Questionnaire in a two-year study of
team teaching to determine if a relationship existed
between concerns of teachers about team teaching and
the level of use of team teaching. They determined
that the users of the innovation had high concerns in
stages 4, 5, and 6; while limited users or nonusers had
higher concerns in stages 0 through 2. They found that
there was a definite relationship between the concerns
about and use of an innovation. They also concluded
that as use increased, concerns shifted over time to
the higher stages: 4, 5, and 6.
Concurring with the findings of Rutherford and
George, Zigarmi, Goldstein, and Rutherford (1978)
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utilized the case study method to investigate an
approach to discipline in a Teacher Corps Project study
of interventions in a junior high school. This two-
year investigation of change among 54 junior high
school teachers focused on the implementation of
William Glasser's techniques of Reality Therapy and
applied the LoUI five times. At the close of the
study, the number of users and nonusers of the
innovation at each Level of Use was tabulated, and
percentages for each level were determined. The
analyses of these data indicated that 83% of the
faculty were using Reality Therapy at Level III
(Mechanical) or higher.
Hall (1978a) used the SoCQ to identify the
concerns of teachers regarding inservice teacher
training. He determined that teachers who were
initially involved in inservice activities had greater
concerns in stages 0, 1, and 2 than teachers who had
one or more years of experience in inservice training
activity. He also found that as support from inservice
facilitators increased, the concerns about inservice
training shifted to the higher stages of concern.
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In a related study about implementing competency
testing. Hall (1978b) used the SoCQ to determine
concerns about the adoption of a competency testing
program. He found that because of the inherent threat
involved in competency testing, personal concerns were
high (stage 2). In addition, refocusing (stage 6)
concerns were also high because many persons were
opposed to the implementation of competency testing.
Bosman and Sloan (1979) compared the concerns of
principals responsible for administering mainstreaming
programs to the concerns of teachers responsible for
providing instruction for mainstreamed students. The
study focused on 76 elementary schools in northern
Illinois. Eight hundred seventeen teachers were
involved in the study. From the research it was found
that principals tended to be more concerned about the
impact of the program on students and colleagues;
teachers were more concerned about the impact of the
program on themselves.
Loucks and Hall (1979) reported the results of a
two-year investigation during the implementation of a
revised science curriculum in 80 Colorado elementary
schools. A major goal of this study was to match
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teachers' SoC with training activities and to utilize
the SoCQ and LoUI to measure change. Concerns
identified as a result of four administrations of the
SoCQ guided several intervention activities which were
implemented during the study. As hypothesized, mean
highest-intensity SoC moved away from the self concerns
of stages 0 through 2 and on to task and impact
concerns of stages 3 through 5. LoU, reported at the
end of two years, placed about half of the teachers
from these schools at Routine (Level IVA) or higher
LoU's.
Further support for the use of the SoCQ and LoUI
as measures of teacher change came from George and
Rutherford’s (1980) investigation of adopter
characteristics. In this study, changes in teacher SoC
and LoU data, collected previously in two separate
studies, were compared (Loucks S Hall, 1979; Zigarmi,
Goldstein, & Rutherford, 1979). The data consisted of
SoCQ individual and group profiles containing raw
scores and percentiles, and LoUI tallies of individual
and group use levels. George and Rutherford compared
this information with teacher variables, such as level
of teaching, gender, age, years of teaching, years at
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current school, years in present position, training in
use of the innovation, and experience using the
innovation. Selected findings revealed no significant
differences in concerns related to the demographic
variables. However, attendance at training workshops
was associated with the greatest change in concerns
about the innovation.
Loucks and Melle (1980) studied the concerns of
teachers about the implementation of a district-wide
science curriculum for grades 3 through 6. They used
the SoCQ to form the basis for staff development
activities for a three-year period. Based on previous
research findings that concerns center around the
awareness, informational, and personal stages during
initial implementation of an innovation, and their own
findings that agreed with previous research, they
recommended that the innovation be introduced in small,
close-knit meetings. Additionally, they recommended
that few staff development activities be developed to
address higher stage concerns xmtil later in the
implementation process.
Burford (1980) conducted a study which dealt with
teacher concerns and use of an innovation at the
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elementary level. She found that concerns of teachers
during the first years of implementation changed from
those typical of nonusers to those typical of users of
an innovation and that beginning teachers showed a
higher intensity of concern and a greater number of
concerns than experienced teachers. Regarding the use
of the innovation, 19 of the 22 faculty members were
utilizing the innovation at a level of effectiveness
described as routine or higher.
Reinhardt (1980) conducted a study to assess the
concerns of high school English teachers toward a newly
implemented competency test in reading and mathematics.
The study also sought to determine, in the framework of
concerns hypothesized to reflect the early
implementation period, if there was evidence of
resistance among English teachers that was greater than
that among teachers in other subject areas. Another
objective was to determine if resistance could be
explained by demographic variables. The SoCQ was used
to measure resistance. The chi-square test for
independence was used to analyze the data. Reinhardt
found that the concerns of teachers as a whole typified
those hypothesized to reflect teachers in the early
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implementation period. In other words, the teachers
expressed relatively higher informational and personal
concerns and lower concerns about management, student
impact, and collaboration with peers. Other findings
were (a) resistance permeated all subject areas and (b)
there was no statistically significant relationship
between teacher resistance and the demographic
variables.
The SoCQ was used by Holloway (1980) to assess the
concerns of professional educators in Kansas in
relation to the Education of All Handicapped Children
Act (P.L. 94-142). The study found that educators in
Kansas were in the early stage of adoption. The data
provided the basis for longitudinal studies.
Sanders and George (1980) used the SoCQ to measure
adoption of a program in Texas that was designed to
establish learning resource centers in rural school
districts. The questionnaire was given to 97 teachers
in appropriate school districts. From 30 responses it
was learned that most respondents were unaware of the
learning resource center program and that confusion
existed between the concept of a learning resource
center and a library.
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The CBAM dimensions have been applied to plan
inservice training programs designed to match teachers'
concerns and degree of innovation use with training
activities. Knowles (1980) utilized the Stages of
Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) during implementation of
individualized instruction in a physical education
setting. She collected concerns information from 15
Texas physical education teachers during training
sessions which focused on physical education for
mainstreamed handicapped children. Her comparisons of
pretraining and postraining SoCQ profiles indicated
that teachers' concerns changed in a developmental way,
moving from self concerns toward desired impact
concerns.
Not all investigators have been satisfied with the
data collected from the LoUI. Klenke and Barrows
(1980) adapted their use of the LoUI during their study
of adoption of the Instructional Programming Model in
13 Wisconsin elementary schools. They reported that
the LoU's determined by the LoUI instrument resulted in
three major concerns: little variation among teachers'
LoU placements, inadequate measurement of teachers' use
of the innovation, and the question of how to aggregate
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the data meaningfully. To satisfy their research
requirements, these investigators augmented the LoUI
format with additional questions to probe for teachers'
configurations of the innovation. Thus, their work
resulted in a combined LoUI and IC interview format.
Bethel and Hord (1981) evaluated the impact of a
staff development project conducted by the National
Science Foundation on elementary teachers. The one-
year project provided teachers instruction in
environmental science education. Results of the study
indicated that the attitudes of teachers who
participated in the program changed significantly when
compared to a control group of teachers who did not
participate in the program. The researchers stated
that the Stages of Concern Questionnaire proved to be a
useful instrument for identifying change in teachers in
a specific and definite manner.
Research by Hatcher and Strathe (1982) applied the
SOCQ to determine the impact of a Title I project and
its relationship to the district educational program.
The study measured student achievement with the
California Achievement Test. Upon implementation of
the Title I project, the students made normal gains in
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achievement. Two years into the program, however,
student achievement began to diminish. The SoCQ
indicated little integration of the project into the
total district curriculum.
Further exploring the use of SoC, Ruling (1982)
utilized the SoCQ and open-ended statements of concern
to investigate the effects of training designed to
change teachers' research knowledge, skill, and use.
During this project, 13 teachers who had volunteered
for training were taught to conduct field-based
investigations. A group of 18 teachers volunteered to
act as a control group. The SoCQ was administered
prior to and at the close of training. Ruling reported
developmental movement in concerns at each hypothesized
stage for the treatment group, significant at the .05
level over the control group.
Malone (1982) conducted a study using the concepts
of CBAM. His study assessed the effectiveness of
conducting an elementary science methods course based
on the CBAM upon the concerns and attitudes of
preservice elementary teachers. The purpose of the
study was to determine if the traditional or the
concerns-based science methods course was more
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effective in improving attitudes or advancing the
teacher concerns about science teaching. The results
of this study indicated that the teachers' attitudes
toward science and science teaching improved and that
the concerns about teaching science shifted from lower
to higher stages of concerns as predicted by the
Concerns Theory.
Leary (1983) undertook a study to determine
whether teacher SoC relative to a curriculum innovation
can be predictably influenced through concerns-based
staff development. Among the conclusions reported, was
a finding that the SoC of teachers can be predictably
influenced as a result of the concerns-based staff
development. For his study, he used a new kindergarten
through sixth grade science curriculum in one
elementary school in Canada as the innovation. He
designed specific staff development activities to
decrease the amount of time for teachers' concerns to
move from personal concerns to impact concerns.
Other studies (Eldridge, 1985; Clark, 1986;
Coletti, 1986; Hoffman, 1986; Merrick, 1986) which used
concepts and tenets of the Concerns-Based Adoption
Model yielded results which are consistent with the
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Concerns Theory. The innovation under scrutiny was the
basic difference in each study.
In summary, the Concerns-Based Adoption Model has
been useful to researchers in several ways. The three
diagnostic dimensions of the model were reported to
have provided important information about the concerns
and needs of teachers involved in a variety of school
improvement efforts. The dimensions of CBAM have been
demonstrated to measure change in teachers' concerns,
use, and configurations in both cross-sectional and
longitudinal studies. Furthermore, the model has
yielded data that have been used to individualize
inservice training.
In spite of the many uses that have been made of
the model to plan and implement innovations,
researchers at R&DCTE at the University of Texas in
Austin have suggested that future CBAM research deal
with some of the following issues: (a) changing Change
Facilitator style, (b) critical interventions, (c)
concerns dynamics, (d) elementary/secondary
similarities/differences, (e) personnel changes, and
(f) CBAM in other contexts. This researcher chose to
address the issue of interventions. In this study, an
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attempt was made to match interventions to the concerns
of the teachers involved. The intent of this study was
to identify the teachers' concerns, to resolve their
concerns by applying appropriate interventions, and
thereby increase the teachers' levels of use of the
innovation.
Intervention for Teacher Change
In recent years increased attention has been
focused on examining the roles and efforts of the
front-line actors who are expected to be involved in
the change process (Hord & Hall, 1982). According to
Hord and Hall, researchers have looked closely at the
roles and experiences of teachers and their involvement
in change. They reported that one consistent finding
from the research is that teachers do not act in
isolation from the influence of the school context.
Hord and Hall (1982) indicated that the principal,
staff developers, classroom variables, and other
conditions within the school affect how and if teachers
implement change. Teachers are the front-line users of
innovations and are the first to be affected when these
factors and others intervene.
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Identifying and describing the most effective
strategies and tactics which influence teacher change
have been a major focus of research. According to
Sparks (1983), staff development offers one of the most
promising roads to improving the behaviors and
attitudes of teachers. When Sparks (1983) reviewed and
synthesized research on staff development for effective
teaching, her research focused on three factors; (a)
the content of staff development, (b) the delivery
systems of staff development and how they affect
teacher change and improvement, and (c) the process of
teacher change and recommendations for staff
development. But the major emphasis of her review was
on the process of staff development. Sparks wanted to
know what kinds of training processes help teachers
grow in their skills; what should the training schedule
be; how large should the workshop group be; which
learning activities enable teachers to use new
techniques in their classrooms; and what, if anything,
should participants do between workshops.
Citing the studies of several researchers (e.g.,
Anderson, Evertson, & Brophy, 1979; Berman &
McLaughlin, 1976, 1978; Hall S Loucks, 1978; Joyce &
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Showers, 1980, 1981, 1982; Lawrence, 1974; Menlo and
Gill, 1982; Stallings, 1982), Sparks (1983) reported
the following reconunendations about staff development
for more effective teaching:
1. Create a context of acceptance by involving
teachers in decision making and providing both
logistical and psychological administrative support.
2. Conduct training sessions (more than one) two
or three weeks apart.
3. Include presentation, demonstration, practice,
and feedback as workshop activities.
4. During training sessions, provide
opportunities for small group discussions of the
application of new practices and sharing ideas and
concerns about effective instruction.
5. Between workshops, encourage teachers to visit
each others' classrooms. Provide opportunities for
discussion of the observation.
6. Develop in teachers a philosophical acceptance
of the new practices by presenting research and a
rationale for the effectiveness of the techniques.
Allow teachers to express doubts about or objections to
recommended methods in the small group sessions. Let
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other teachers convince the resisting teachers of the
usefulness of the practices through "testimonies" of
their use and effectiveness.
7. Lower teachers' perception of the cost of
adopting a new practice through detailed discussions of
the "nuts and bolts" of using the technique and teacher
sharing of experiences with the technique.
8. Help teachers increase their self-confidence
and competence by encouraging them to try only one or
two new practices after each workshop. Diagnosis of
teacher strengths and weaknesses can help the staff
developer suggest changes that are likely to be
successful--and, thus, reinforce future efforts to
change.
Sparks (1983) stated that, while content, context,
and process are important factors to consider when
designing staff development, a fourth element that can
influence the effectiveness of inservice education are
the teachers themselves. She noted that staff
development programs may need to be adapted to fit
various teacher characteristics and attitudes.
Mullaney (1983), in her review of the research and
literature on implementing change, examined a number of
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empirical studies which dealt with strategies and
intervention tactics. One intervention tactic that
Mullaney emphasized was the role of the teacher in
planning successful inservice programs. Participant
planning and decision making are often cited as an
important means of facilitating planned, change efforts
(e.g., Berman S Pauly, 1973; Klausmeir, 1982; Lawrence,
1974; Naumann Etienne, 1974; Parish & Arends, 1983;
Thompson, 1966). The reasons cited for the importance
of participant involvement in planning include (a)
increased clarity about the innovation, (b) reduced
initial resistance, (c) less development of resistance
during the implementation process, and (d) increased
likelihood that effective "mutual adaptation" will
occur.
Mullaney reiterated the importance of participant
planning and decision making in facilitating
educational innovations at the classroom level. She
pointed out that since teachers are usually the
"consumers" of educational change efforts, securing
their support is often critical to an innovation's
success. She noted that teachers have a high degree of
control over what takes place in their classrooms. Any
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change effort involving teachers will result in an
infringement on this autonomy—unless the teachers
support the innovation. Having teachers involved in
the planning and decision making means that goals,
objectives, and strategies will be more clearly
understood by the change participants. In addition,
teachers' experiences may provide valuable data to
guide the selection or revision of goals, objectives,
strategies, and tactics (Mullaney, 1983).
Hall and Loucks (1978) suggested that the teacher
must be the target of interventions designed to
facilitate change in the classroom. Therefore, staff
development activities must be designed to meet the
individual needs of teachers who face a wide variety of
issues and problems. Hall and Loucks (1978) emphasized
the importance of staff developers and change
facilitators matching interventions with client needs.
The research of Hall and Loucks has focused on using
teacher concerns about an innovation as a basis for
facilitating and personalizing staff development. They
proposed the Stages of Concern dimension of the
Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) as one framework
that staff developers can use to aid in diagnosing.
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planning, delivering, and assessing the effects of
staff development activities.
Hall and Loucks (1978) used the concerns-based
approach in many of their studies and cited the
following key principles as being suggested by research
with CBAM:
1. Be sure to attend to the teachers' concerns as
well as the innovation's technology. There is an
affective or personal side to change.
2. It is all right to have personal concerns.
Personal concerns are a very real part of the change
process and are legitimate.
3. Do not expect change to be accomplished
overnight. The change process is developmental and it
requires time.
4. Teachers' concerns may not be the same as
those of the staff developers. Staff developers may
hold their position because they have impact concerns.
5. Within any group there is a variety of
concerns as with any group; groups of teachers are
never at the same place at the same time. Rather,
individuals with different kinds of concerns will be
present.
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In conclusion. Hall and Loucks (1978) stated that
there is a need for creative, unique approaches to
concerns-based staff development and that this need
presents a challenge to all sensitive, responsive staff
developers. They also pointed out that the CBAM
remains the subject of a great deal of research and
refinement.
In summary, the research on intervention for
teacher change selected for this report has revealed
the following; (a) teacher attitudes and practices can
be changed by a variety of staff development strategies
and tactics, but the staff development activities must
be adapted to fit the needs of the teachers, (b)
teacher participation in planning and decision making
is an important means of facilitating planned change
efforts, and (c) the Concerns-Based Adoption Model
provides a theoretical base for delivering inservice
training which is geared toward meeting the needs of
teachers. The Stages of Concern dimension can be
utilized by staff developers to diagnose, plan,
deliver, and assess the impact of the staff development
activities.
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Although CBAM has been used extensively in
research conducted at the R&DCTE at the University of
Texas in Austin and by other researchers, there is
still a great deal of research relative to the change
process that has not been explored to any great extent
(Hall and Hord, 1987). According to Hall and Hord
(1987) there are several issues that need to be
addressed: (a) changing the style of the change
facilitator (b) critical interventions, (c) concerns
dynamics, (d) elementary/secondary similarities/
differences, (e) personnel changes, and (f)
developmentalism as a shared paradigm. Therefore, this
study was designed to investigate the impact of tactic-
level interventions on teachers' concerns about and use
of an adopted innovation.
In the next chapter a theoretical framework for
this study is presented.
CHAPTER III
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
The Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) provided
the theoretical foundation for this study. This model,
developed by Hall, Wallace, and Dossett (1973),
addresses the process of innovation adoption from both
the nomothetic and idiographic perspectives. The CB2VM
represents the complex process entailed when
educational institutions and the individuals in them
become involved in implementing innovation (Hall,
Wallace, and Dossett, 1973). The CBAM is a theoretical
framework which links the activities of three
subsystems--a resource system, a user system, and a
facilitator system--in the diagnosis of user concerns
about an innovation, typical behaviors of individuals
involved in the change, and an accurate description of
the innovation being implemented. The user system is
characterized by specific behaviors and attitudes
relative to a particular innovation. These behaviors
and attitudes are reflected in the Levels of Use (LoU)
and the Stages of Concerns (SoC) about the innovation,
respectively. The change facilitator interacts with
the user system to determine and monitor users and
64
65
innovation characteristics, and then link the user
system with the resource system using planned
intervention.
CBAM Assumptions
There are several assumptions which undergird the
Concerns-Based Adoption Model (Hall, 1979). They are:
1. Change is a process, not an event. It is a
process that takes time to unfold.
2. Change is accomplished by individuals.
Without a change in individuals, it is not likely that
an organization will be able to initiate, maintain, or
institutionalize a change. Therefore, individuals must
be the focus of attention in implementing an
innovation.
3. Change is a highly personal experience. There
are personal feelings, needs, and perceptions that are
part of the change process. Therefore, change will be
most successful when its support is geared to the
diagnosed needs of the individual users.
4. Change involves developmental growth.
Individuals involved in change appear to express or
demonstrate growth in terms of their feelings and
skills. There are developmental levels and stages that
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the individuals may progress through as they become
increasingly confident and competent in the use of the
innovation.
5. It is possible to acquire reliable and
valuable information about individual behaviors and
concerns relative to an innovation.
6. It is possible to facilitate the change
process by means of interventions targeted to the
concerns and behaviors of individuals involved in the
process.
7. It is assumed that an innovation or a set of
innovations is being installed. The innovation may be
an already established practice or something that is
about to be introduced.
8. It is also assumed that the innovation is
appropriate. The innovation must be one that is judged
to be positive and has the potential to be effective at
the implementing site.
9. It is assumed that there is a formal or
informal leader or leaders within or outside the
institution who play an active role in facilitating the
adoption of the innovations. The change facilitator
makes appropriate interventions that are targeted
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toward diagnosed needs of users and nonusers of the
innovation.
In this study, the investigator attempted to
identify the subjects' Stages of Concern (SoC) about an
adopted innovation and to determine the subjects'
Levels of Use (LoU) of the innovation. Additionally,
an attempt was made to resolve the subjects' SoC by
using interventions and thereby facilitating the
subjects' LoU of the innovation. It is proposed that
with assessment information about individuals' concerns
and use, a change facilitator can be more effective in
facilitating innovation implementation. It is also
proposed that there is a direct relationship between
SoC and LoU. In theory, these two dimensions are
thought to move in nearly a one-to-one correspondence.
According to Hall (1977), as an individual's concerns
progress, so does familiarity with and effectiveness in
using the innovation.
Additionally, in this study, the proposed
interventions are hypothesized to facilitate the
resolution of the early-stage concerns (Hall, 1979).
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Definition of the Variables
There were three variables in this study-two
dependent variables and one independent variable.
Dependent Variables
The Stages of Concern is a dimension of the
Concerns-Based Adoption Model which describes the
feelings, perspectives, and attitudes of the subjects
as they implement use of an innovation. Operationally,
the subject's SoC is the highest score obtained from
administering and scoring the Stages of Concern
Questionnaire (SoCQ), an instrvunent developed by Hall,
George, and Rutherford (1979).
An individual's Stages of Concern about an
innovation are theorized to progress along a continuum
from concerns about self to concerns about the teaching
task to concerns about the impact on students. Seven
Stages of Concern have been identified and defined.
They are (a) Awareness, (b) Informational, (c)
Personal, (d) Management, (e) Consequence, (f)
Collaboration, and (g) Refocusing.
The Level of Use is that dimension of the
Concerns-Based Adoption Model which describes the
behaviors of the innovation users and nonusers; it
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focuses on what they do in relation to the innovation.
Operationally, the subject's Level of Use of the
innovation is an assigned numerical rating determined
from responses given by the subject when interviewed
using the Levels of Use Focused Interview (Loucks,
Newlove S Hall, 1975).
What an individual does as he/she matures in the
use of an innovation can be described behaviorally and
these behaviors have been differentiated into eight
Levels of Use of the Innovation. The eight levels are
(a) Nonuse, (b) Orientation, (c) Preparation, (d)
Mechanical, (e) Routine, (f) Refinement, and (g)
Renewal.
Independent Variable
The third variable in this study is intervention.
Intervention refers to actions that are taken to
influence the use of the innovation (Hord, Zigarmi, &
Hall, 1979). More specifically, intervention refers to
the actions that were taken by this investigator to
decrease the intensity of the subjects' initial SoC and
to increase the LoU ratings of the subjects. The
intervention included workshops, classroom visits,
consultations and reinforcement, demonstrations.
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regularly scheduled meetings, and dissemination of
materials. The kind of action taken was determined by
the subjects' initial SoC and LoU assignments.
The Linkages Among the Variables
A graphic representation of the Concerns-Based
Adoption Model is presented in Figure 1 to show the
linkages among the variables of this study.
Figure 1. The Concerns-Based Adoption Model
CBW rrojKt
HctMrch and Ocvelopaent Ctnttr for TcKhcr Educttlen
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The model in Figure 1, views the change
facilitator (CF) as a person who has access to
resources. This resource system may include
informational brochures, materials, equipment,
inservice training, consultant services, funds for
attending off-site workshops, etc. The change
facilitator also has CBAM tools for probing or
collecting diagnostic information about the individuals
(i) in the user system. The user system includes
teachers and others who may be either users or
potential users of the innovation. The change
facilitator is responsible for using informal and
systemic ways to probe individuals and groups to
understand them. Three dimensions have been identified
and verified through research for accomplishing this
diagnosis: Stages of Concern (SoC), Levels of Use
(LoU), and Innovation Configurations (IC). With these
three sets of diagnostic data collected, the change
facilitator is informed enough to provide
interventions, the actions that affect and facilitate
teachers' use the innovation.
Hall (1979) has proposed the use of a number
interventions prescribed for each Stage of Concern. He
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pointed out that these interventions were recommended
by a variety of practitioners who have been involved in
bringing in a number of diverse innovations. But can
these interventions change the subjects’ Stages of
Concern and Levels of Use of the innovation? This
investigation was centered on that question. Hence,
the following hypotheses were formulated.
The Hypotheses
This investigation tested the following hypotheses
at the .05 level of significance:
1. There are no significant differences between
the Stages of Concern that existed among the subjects
before and after intervention.
2. There are no significant differences between
the Levels of Use that existed among the subjects
before and after intervention.
3. There is no significant relationship between
the subjects' Stages of Concern about the innovation
and their Levels of Use of the innovation before and
after intervention.
4. There is no significant difference between the
subjects' Stages of Concern about the innovation and
their content area assignments.
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5. There is no significant difference between the
subjects' Levels of Use of the innovation and their
content area assignments.
6. There is no significant relationship between
the subjects' Stages of Concern about the innovation
and the demographic variables: gender, age, level of
the education, and length of teaching experience.
7. There is no significant relationship between
the subjects' Levels of Use of the innovation and the
demographic variables: gender, age, level of
education, and length of teaching experience.
In the next chapter, the subjects, materials, and
procedures used to test the stated hypotheses are
described.
CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH METHOD
In this chapter, the research design, the
subjects, the materials, and the procedures are
described.
The purpose of this study was to assess the
concerns about and the use of an innovation by a group
of teachers in seven schools. With this assessment
information the researcher was to provide treatment
using intervention tactics prescribed for each Stage of
Concern identified. The intent was to determine
whether or not the intervention produced changes in the
teachers' concerns about and use of the innovation.
Therefore, the following research design was chosen.
The Research Design
This study was conducted using a quasi-
experimental design known as the one group pretest-
posttest design. This design involved three steps:
(a) administering a pretest (in this study the Stages
of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) and the Levels of Use
Focused Interview (LoUI) were used) to measure the
dependent variables; (b) applying treatment
(intervention tactics) to the subjects, and (c)
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administering a posttest (SoCQ and LoUI) to measure the
dependent variables again.
The Subjects
The target population for this study consisted of
those teachers who were assigned to provide reading
and/or mathematics instruction to Chapter I students in
grades 6 and 8. The teachers were employed in seven
schools of a large inner-city school district. The
schools to which they were assigned were all located in
the same administrative area.
The teachers who participated in this study were
either employed in a middle school or in a high school
which served eighth graders. The target population
consisted of 84 teachers; however only 65 teachers
volunteered to participate. During the year, 9 of the
65 volunteers were excluded for various reasons, i.e.,
being given another assignment, becoming ill, being
transferred to another school, failing to complete the
posttest questionnaire, etc. Hence, the sample for
this study consisted of 56 teachers. Thirty-two were
sixth and eighth teachers at the middle school level
and 24 were eighth grade teachers at the high school
level. A total of 27 teachers were assigned to teach
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reading, and 24 of them were assigned to teach
mathematics. Five teachers were assigned to teach both
reading and mathematics.
Some personal characteristics of the subjects were
(a) 51 were female and 5 were male, (b) 7% were white
whereas 93% were black, (c) 32% were between the ages
of 20-39, 46% were between the ages of 40-49, and 21%
were between the ages of 50-59, (d) 19 had bachelor's
degrees, 34 had master's degrees and 3 had specialist's
degrees, and (e) they had an average of 17 years of
teaching experience. Thirty-seven of them stated that
they had been involved in the innovation for two years
excluding the 1988-89 school year; 6 indicated that
they had been involved for only 1 year; and 13
indicated that prior to the 1988-89 school year they
had not been involved in the innovation.
The Materials
The materials utilized in this study were (a) two
data-collection instruments: the Stages of Concern
Questionnaire (SoCQ) and the Levels of Use Focused
Interview (LoUI), (b) the Stages of Concern Manual, and
(c) the Levels of Use Manual.
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Instrumentation
In this investigation, the Stages of Concern
Questionnaire was the instrument used to measure the
intensity of the teachers' concerns in each of seven
stages prior to intervention and after intervention.
The SoCQ is a 35-item pencil and paper questionnaire
with a seven-point Likert scale for each item (see
Appendix B). The instrument assesses how an individual
perceives an innovation and how he/she feels about it.
Seven different stages of concerns have been identified
(see Appendix A).
This survey-type instrument was developed by Hall,
George, and Rutherford (1979). The SoCQ has been
tested extensively and has been found to be valid and
reliable (Hall & Hord, 1987). The SoCQ was developed
during two and one-half years of research related to
measuring Stages of Concern About the Innovation
dimension. The instrument was found to have strong
psychometric qualities. In a one-week test-retest
study, stage score correlations ranged from .65 to .86
with four of the seven correlations being above .80.
Estimates of internal consistency (alpha coefficients)
ranged from .64 to .83 with six of the seven
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coefficients being above .70 (Hall, George, S
Rutherford, 1979). According to Hall and his
colleagues (1979), a series of validity studies were
conducted, all of which provided increased confidence
that the SoCQ measures the hypothesized Stages of
Concern.
The SoCQ consists of three parts: (a) the
introductory page, (b) the 35 statements, and (c) the
demographic data page (see Appendix B). The
introductory page presents the purpose of the
questionnaire, gives directions for responding to the
questionnaire, names the innovation to be considered,
and provides space for identifying the respondent.
That identification may be either by name or code.
The second part of the questionnaire consists of
the 35 items to which the individual responds. The
respondent marks each item on a 0 to 7 Likert scale
according to how true that item describes a concern
felt by that individual at the present time.
The third part of the SoCQ is the demographic data
page. This page is used to gather additional
information about the respondents for sample
description and correlation purposes. The use of the
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demographic page of the questionnaire is optional, but
the researcher chose to include it in this study.
The Levels of Use Focused Interview (LoUI) was
employed to determine the subjects' Levels of Use of
the innovation. The focused interview procedure was
developed by Loucks, Newlove, and Hall (1976). The
interview utilizes a branching technique, a series of
open questions and follow-up adaptive probes, to gather
information about what the interviewees are doing or
not doing with the innovation (see Appendix E). These
behaviors are then rated according to the operational
definitions of the eight identified Levels of Use of An
Innovation (see Appendix D).
In order to organize the various behavior
characteristics of each level in a manageable way, a
framework of indices and decision points has been
developed (Loucks, Newlove, S Hall, 1975). This
framework, "LoU Chart", in addition to defining the
eight Levels of Use, also further defines each level in
terms of seven categories. These categories represent
key functions that users carry out when they are using
an innovation. An individual, however, may not be on
the same level in all seven categories. Loucks and her
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colleagues (1975) developed this focused procedure to
provide more rigorous psychometrically valid and
reliable data.
Research has been done to establish reliability
and estimates of validity using the LoU interview
procedure. Interrater reliabilities have been assessed
on several occasions and were found to range from .87
to .96 on the overall Level of Use. One validity study
was conducted using an ethnographic methodology. The
ethnographer's rating of Level of Use correlated .98
with the interviewers' ratings (Hall, 1979).
The Procedures
This study was conducted during the 1988-89 school
year; it was begun in November and ended in May. Two
types of data were collected from the subjects.
The Assessment of SoC
The Stages of Concerns Questionnaire (SoCQ) was
administered to the 65 volunteers as a group during an
after-school meeting. The SoCQ which consisted of
three parts: (a) the introductory page, (b) the 35
statements, and (c) a demographic page was distributed
to each volunteer. Prior to disseminating the
questionnaire, the investigator described the
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innovation that was to be considered when responding to
the questionnaire. The purposes for which this
information was to be used were explained also.
The group was instructed to respond to the 35
items of the questionnaire according to the
instructions given on the introductory page. Questions
of clarification were discouraged and respondents were
asked not to consult with other respondents.
This first administration of the SoCQ occurred in
November and it constituted the pretest of the research
design. The questionnaires were collected at the end
of the session.
The questionnaires were hand-scored using a
scoring device developed by researchers (Parker and
Griffin, 1979) at the Research and Development Center
for Teacher Education at the University of Texas in
Austin. The questionnaire is designed in such a manner
that each of the seven stages is represented by five
statements (see Appendix C). Each set of five
statements consists of items that are representative of
concerns which are prominent at a specific stage of
concern. The raw score for each set of five statements
is the sum of the responses to the five statements.
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Once obtained, the seven raw scores were converted
to percentile scores using conversion tables. Raw
scores were tabulated for each subject and these scores
were converted to percentile scores for each of the
seven stages. Using the percentile scores, an
individual or group Stages of Concern profile was
constructed. The relative intensity of concern was
indicated by the percentile score. Using the mean
percentile score for each stage, a group profile was
constructed for the 56 subjects involved in this study.
Level of Use Assessment
The subjects' Levels of Use of the innovation were
determined from information gathered during the
interview. The interview was conducted using a
prescribed set of questions in a focused branching
order (see Appendix E). The Levels of Use Focused
Interview technique was used to place the subjects at
one of the eight Levels of Use of the Innovation.
Using this focused technique the subjects' possible
Level of Use can be narrowed down. The subjects'
responses to the questions in the boxes were used to
determine the level at which each individual may be
performing and which were improbable, and eventually
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the one most likely Level of Use was narrowed down.
The first question "Are you using the innovation?" is
asked to distinguish the "nonuser" (LoU O-II) from the
"users" (LoU III-VI). If the interviewee responds "No"
to the first question then it is necessary to decide
between LoU 0, I, and II. The next question "Have you
decided to use the innovation?", which reflects
Decision Point B, determines whether the individual is
an LoU II. If the response is "No", then the next
question "Are you looking for any information about the
innovation?" (Decision Point A) helps to determine
whether the individual is an LoU 0 or LoU I. The
branching focused questions for LoU III-IV similarly
help to determine at which "Use" LoU the interviewee
is.
This focused interview technique was employed by
this researcher to get a general idea of the position
of each subject in relation to the specified
innovation. Once the subject had been placed at an LoU
with respect to the responses given, more questions
were asked to ascertain more detailed information about
the subjects’ LoU in the various categories. The
categories are outlined in the LoU Chart. The
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categories were probed by asking the subjects at least
one question for each category, such as, "Are you
currently looking for any information about the
composition program? What kinds?" This question
probes the Acquiring Information category. The list of
the questions suggested by Loucks, Newlove, and Hall
(1975) were used in this study to probe the subjects'
use of the composition program adopted by their school
district (see Appendix F).
The initial LoU interviews were conducted during
the months of January and February. They were
conducted at the subjects' work site and they occurred
after a prearranged classroom visit with the teacher by
the researcher. The interview session was held during
the subject's planning period or at the end of the
school day. These face-to-face interviews were
conducted using a conversational format. The interview
time was limited to no more than 20 minutes. Notes
were recorded by the researcher with the subjects'
permission.
The subjects were placed at an LoU for each
category based on the information gathered from the
interview. Using a rating sheet, an overall LoU rating
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was assigned to each subject. The following rating
scales were developed by the researcher and were used
assigning the overall LoU ratings:
LoU 0 (Non-Use) 0.0 - 0.9
LoU I (Orientation) 1.0 - 1.9
LoU II (Preparation) 2.0 - 2.9
LoU III (Mechanical) 3.0 - 3.9
LoU IVA (Routine) 4.0 - 4.9
LoU IVB (Refinement) 5.0 - 5.9
Of the 56 subjects involved in this study, only 45
of them completed both the initial (pretest) LoUI and
the final (posttest) LouI. Therefore, LoU data are
reported only for the 45 subjects who completed both
interview sessions.
Later in the school year, the SoC and LoU
assessment procedures were repeated as outlined. This
second assessment represented the posttest of the
research design. The Levels of Use interviews were
conducted in April and May. The Stages of Concern
Questionnaire was administered near the end of the
month of May. The LoU ratings and SoCQ (raw and
percentile) scores formed the posttest results.
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The Treatment
In a concerns-based study, it is not sufficient to
simply assess teachers' concerns and use of a
particular program or process; it is the responsibility
of the concerns-based change facilitator to "do
something" on the basis of the assessment--to intervene
(Hall & Hord, 1987). One of the aims of this study was
to determine the impact of intervention on changing
teachers' concerns and use of an innovation.
Therefore, tactic-level interventions were employed.
According to Hall and Hord (1987), tactic-level
interventions include such activities as workshops,
regularly scheduled meetings, repeated classroom
visits, or regularly published newsletters. Hall and
Hord (1987) define a tactic as an interrelated set of
small actions intentionally taken to affect attitudes
toward or use of an innovation; tactics can last as
long as a few hours to several days and are typically
targeted toward a group, subgroup, or all the
prospective users of an innovation rather than a single
individual. They further emphasized that a tactic-
level intervention is comprised of many simple incident
interventions--smal1 moment-to-moment and day-to-day
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actions that a change facilitator uses to influence the
use of an innovation.
The pretest Stages of Concern (SoC) and the Levels
of Use (LoU) assessment data were analyzed and the
subjects' highest SoC and LoU ratings were determined.
Based on this data intervention tactics were planned
for the subjects as a group and as subgroups (reading
teachers and math teachers). The pretest data revealed
that the 48 of the subjects had self concerns
(Awareness, Informational and Personal Concerns), that
6 subjects indicated task concerns (Management
Concerns) and that 2 subjects had impact concerns
(Consequence and Collaboration Concerns). Specific
Stage of Concern interventions suggested by Hall (1979)
were applied. The following SoC-specific actions were
taken:
1. Stage 0 Awareness Concerns
The researcher (a) provided information about the
innovation, (b) related the innovation to the content
areas in which that the subjects were assigned to
teach, (c) explained that use of the innovation is a
district requirement, and (d) provided opportunities
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for the subjects to ask questions and talk with others
about the innovation.
2. Stage 1 Informational Concerns
The researcher (a) provided general descriptive
information about the innovation, (b) involved the
subjects' in sharing what they were doing with others
in the group, (c) identified realistic expectations
about the benefits, time and energy costs associated
with innovation use, and (d) expressed enthusiasm and
involved others who were excited about what they were
doing with the innovation.
3. Stage 2 Personal Concerns
The researcher (a) provided encouragement during
discussion by using positive statements, (b) provided
personal support by being accessible and asked other
school personnel to be supportive and to be of
assistance in the use of the innovation, (c) clarified
how the innovation relates to other priorities that are
potential conflicts in terms of energy and time demands
on the subjects, (d) encouraged the use of the
innovation by soliciting the identification of
alterative action, and (e) reinforced personal adequacy
through conversations.
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4. Stage 3 Management Concerns
The researcher (a) acknowledged the appropriateness of
their concerns and offered assurance that they can be
resolved, (b) invited the district's Language Arts
Coordinator and the area's Language Arts Resource
Teacher to conduct sessions that addressed the small
specific "how to" issues that were the cause of concern
and to show how the innovation can be coordinated with
other aspects of the subject's teaching
responsibilities, and (c) provided opportunities for
the subjects to share successful and unsuccessful
practices involving the innovation.
5. Stage 4 Conseguence Concerns
The researcher (a) provided encouragement and
reinforcement regularly (b) provided opportunities for
the subjects to attend a national conference, and (c)
publicly announced that the subjects had skills that
they should share with the group.
6. Stage 5 Collaboration Concerns
The researcher (a) created opportunities for idea
sharing among the subjects, (b) encouraged the subjects
to work with others to increase use of the innovations
and (c) recommended the subjects at the Stage 5 level
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to assist the district Language Arts Coordinator in
revising language arts courses.
7. Stage 6 Refocusing Concerns
Since no subjects were found to be functioning at this
stage, interventions addressing this stage were not
included.
Loucks, Newlove, and Hall (1975) maintained that
LoU data can be utilized to determine meaningful
interventions aimed at changing teachers use of an
innovation.
Analysis of the LoUI pretest data revealed that 25
of the 45 subjects interviewed were functioning at
Levels O-II, (Non-Use, Orientation, and Preparation
Level), that 13 subjects performed at Level III
(Mechanical Use Level), and that 7 of them performed at
Level IVA (Routine Level). None were higher than Level
IVA prior to intervention.
Using interventions suggested by Loucks and others
(1975), the researcher took the following actions:
1. Level 0 Non-Use
Researcher provided subjects with general information
about the innovation.
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2. Level 1 Orientation
Researcher presented the value of the innovation as
well as the demands it makes on the user.
3. Level II Preparation
Researcher provided subjects with information about
resources, logistics, and schedules for the use of the
innovation.
4. Level III Mechanical Use
Researcher provided opportunities for the teachers to
share techniques they used to resolve the day-to-day
problems involving methods, planning time, and reaction
of students.
5. Level IVA Routine
Researcher encouraged the subjects at this level to
engage in experimentation with ideas to enrich the
program and to evaluate the activities used.
6. Level VIB Refinement
(No subjects were identified at this level).
7. Level V Integration
(No subjects were identified at this level).
8. Level VI Renewal
(No subjects were identified at this level).
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The identified interventions were applied during
regularly scheduled meetings, workshops, and classroom
visits. The intervention tactics were begun in late
November and continued through mid-April. Then the
posttest data were gathered using the SoCQ and LoUI.
Once the pretest and posttest data were collected,
statistical techniques, which yield descriptive and
inferential data, were applied to test the hypotheses
set forth in this study.
The Statistical Analyses of the Data
Seven hypotheses were formulated and were to be
tested at .05 level of significance. The data
collected from the SoCQ, LoUI, and the demographic data
sheet were considered to be ordinal data. Therefore,
nonparametric statistical techniques were chosen to
test the hypotheses.
The statistical analyses were performed by
computer. The data gathered were entered onto a
spreadsheet which was subsequently entered into a
computer system via a Cathode Ray Terminal (CRT). The
resultant information was accessed by statistical
procedures found in the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences. Version 10 (SPSS-X). The specific
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procedures used were (a) CONDESCRIPTIVE, (b) CROSS
TABS, (c) NPAR (Wilcoxon, Kruskal-Wallis, and Spearman
Correlation), (d) BREAKDOWN, and (e) PEARSON CORR.
Results obtained from the statistical analyses
were organized into tables and graphs and are described
in detail in Chapter V.
CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS OF DATA AND FINDINGS
The focus of this study was on the Stages of
Concern about and the Levels of Use of an adopted
innovation by a group of sixth and eighth teachers
employed in a large inner-city school district. The
innovation was the school district's composition
program which was adopted for district-wide use in
1986. The study was designed to ascertain information
about the position of this group of teachers relative
to their use of the innovation as well as their
concerns regarding the innovation itself. Another aim
of the study was to resolve the teachers' concerns with
appropriate intervention and to increase their use of
the innovation. Hence, seven questions and hypotheses
were set forth which gave direction to this
investigation.
In this chapter, the questions and hypotheses
which gave rise to this study are identified and the
data used to determine acceptance or rejection of the
hypotheses are presented.
This investigation was designed to provide a
descriptive analysis of the intensity of teacher
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concerns regarding an innovation prior to and after
intervention. The data on teacher concerns were
generated by the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ)
which yielded seven scores for each individual.
The subjects' responses to the SoCQ were scored
using a quick scoring device developed by Parker and
Griffin (1979). The responses were tabulated and
yielded a raw score for each of the seven Stages of
Concern. Each raw score was converted to a percentile
score using a table developed by Hall, George and
Rutherford (1979) for use with the SoCQ. Listings of
the individual raw scores and their corresponding
percentile scores for both pre- and post-assessments
can be found in Appendix G. This data base was
utilized to answer the questions and to test the
hypotheses related to the Stages of Concerns. Although
percentile scores can be obtained for each individual
for each stage. Hall and his colleagues (1979)
encourage the use of raw scores when scores are used in
statistical analyses.
The SoCQ data can be interpreted at several
different levels of details and abstraction (Hall, et
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al., 1979). The simplest form of interpretation is to
identify the highest stage score.
The highest stage score is the highest of the
seven percentile scores. It is the score that
determines the individual's most intense Stage of
Concern (SoC). The stage scores are directly related
to the stage definitions (see Appendix A) with the
relative intensity of concern being indicated by the
percentile score. The higher the score, the more
intense the concerns are at that stage. The lower the
score, the less intense the concerns are at that stage.
Generally, high and low scores are not absolute but are
relative to the other stage scores for the individual
or groups. However, a review of studies conducted by
researchers using the CBAM indicates that the 80th
percentile is considered high, the 60th percentile is
considered moderate, and scores below the 40th
percentile are considered low, especially when
interpreting group data.
Another way of examining the SoCQ data is to
develop a profile. The SoCQ profile has been found to
be the most sensitive interpretation of SoCQ data. By
examining the percentile scores for all seven stages
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and interpreting the meaning of the different highs and
lows and their interrelationships, a very rich clinical
picture can be developed (Hall, et al., 1979).
In the section of this chapter that follows, data
are presented which identify the Stages of Concerns of
the 56 subjects as a group.
Findings
Question One; What are the Stages of Concern that
existed among the subjects before and after
intervention?
Hypothesis One: There are no significant
differences between the Stages of Concern that exist
among the subjects before and after intervention.
Table 1 includes a summary of pretest and posttest
means for the seven Stages of Concern. These means
were obtained by averaging the raw scores for each
stage. Then the raw score mean was converted to a
percentile score.
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Table 1
Descriptive Sunm\arv of Pretest and Posttest SoC
Percentile Scores (N=56)
Stage of
Concern (Soc)
Mean Minimum Maximiim
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Stage 0 89 86 46 29 99 99
Stage 1 90 72 19 12 99 99
Stage 2 87 80 17 5 99 99
Stage 3 77 69 9 9 99 97
Stage 4 59 48 16 9 96 92
Stage 5 52 48 9 10 97 98
Stage 6 57 47 2 6 96 94
The pretest means, shown in Table 1, indicate that
the group showed strong Awareness, Informational, and
Personal concerns with high scores at Stages 0, 1, and
2. The subjects' scores reflected moderate concern at
the Management (Stage 3), Consequence (Stage 4),
Collaboration (Stage 5), and Refocusing (Stage 6)
Stages.
The means of the posttest indicate that the
intensity of concerns at all stages were lower than
those measured by the pretest. The greatest decrease
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occurred at Stages 1, 4, and 6. The intensity of the
Informational (Stage 1), Consequence (Stage 4), and
Refocusing (Stage 6) concerns was decreased by 18
points, 11 points, and 10 points, respectively. The
intensity of the Awareness (Stage 0) concerns was
decreased by 3 points. Personal (Stage 2) concerns by 7
points. Management (Stage 3) concerns by 8 points, and
Collaboration (Stage 5) concerns by 4 points.
Another way of examining the data presented in
Table 1 is to look at a Stages of Concern Questionnaire
(SoCQ) Profile. Figure 2 shows a profile of the Stages
of Concern for the subjects as a group. The pretest
means, depicted in Figure 2, indicate that the teachers
as a group followed the basic pattern of the typical
nonuser. Nonusers' concerns are normally highest on
Stages 0, 1, and 2, and lowest on Stage 4, 5, and 6.
Nonusers' Stage 0 (Awareness) scores vary from being
the highest to being the second or third highest.
SoC STAGES
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Figure
2. Stages of Concern Profile of the Teachers
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Generally, either Stage 0, 1, or 2 is the highest
score.
The profile of pretest means illustrated in Figure
2 is interpreted to be that of a group which is
somewhat aware of and concerned about the innovation
(Stage 0) and is interested in learning more about the
innovation from a positive proactive perspective (Stage
1 is slightly higher than Stage 2). The group had
moderately intense Management (Stage 3) concerns. The
scores at Stages 4, 5, and 6 reflected slightly less
concern in the Consequence, Collaboration, and
Refocusing stages. Although Stages 4, 5, and 6
followed the hypothesized pattern for all concerns,
concerns at these stages appeared to be slightly higher
than expected. The tailing-up at Stage 6 (Refocusing)
can be interpreted to mean that the members of the
group have ideas that they see as having more merit
than the innovation. This tailing-up of Stage 6 on a
nonuser profile could be a potential warning that there
is resistance on the part of the group members.
The profile of posttest means shows a decrease in
intensity of concerns at all stages (see Figure 2).
But the profile still follows the pattern of the
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typical nonuser. The highest concerns are reflected at
Stages 0, 1, and 2 and the lowest at Stages 4, 5, and
6. However, Stage 2 (Personal) concerns are more
intense than Stage 1 (Informational) concerns. This
could be an indication that the innovation is perceived
differently than it was at the time of the pretest.
When Stage 2 (Personal) concerns are more intense than
Stage 1 (Informational) concerns, the personal concerns
override concerns about learning more about the
innovation (Stage 1).
The intensity of the Stage 2 concerns indicates
that the subjects are more concerned about their
personal position and well being in relation to the
change than they are interested in learning more of a
substantive nature about the innovation.
In Table 2 a cross-tabulation of the pre- and
post-test highest Stage of Concern of the 56 subjects
is presented. The data in this table represent a tally
of the number of individuals who scored high at each
stage.
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Table 2
Cross-Tabulation of Pre- and Post-test Highest Stage of
Concern oto of the Teachers fN=56)
Pretest Posttest SoC
SoC 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 (Total)
0 9 5 2 16
1 8 3 1 1 13
2 8 1 6 1 16
3 4 1 1 1 7
4 1 1
5 1 2 3
6
(Total) 29 7 13 2 2 2 1 56
As indicated in Table 2, the initial SoCQ
administration (pretest) identified 16 teachers at
Stage 0 (Awareness), 13 at Stage 1 (Informational), 16
at Stage 2 (Personal), 7 at Stage 3 (Management), 1 at
Stage 4 (Consequence), 3 at Stage 5 (Collaboration),
and none at Stage 6 (Refocusing). The posttest SoCQ
results identified 29 teachers at Stage 0 (Awareness),
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7 at Stage 1 (Informational), 13 at Stages 2
(Personal), 2 at Stage 3 (Management), 2 at Stage 4
(Consequence), 2 at Stage 5 (Collaboration), and 1 at
Stage 6 (Refocusing).
The data presented in Tables 1 and 2 and in Figure
1 indicate that there were changes in the subjects'
Stages of Concern after intervention. To determine the
significance of the changes. Hypothesis One was tested
using the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test.
The level of significance was set at .05. The results
of the test are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3
Comparison of the Pretest and Posttest Stages of
Concern (N=56)
Stage
of
Concern
Median Percent!1e Mean Rank Z-Score
Pre Post Pre Post
Stage 0 89.00 87.50 26.28 27.16 1.04
Stage 1 91.00 77.50 32.57 17.36 3.70**
Stage 2 89.00 81.50 30.11 20.41 3.26**
Stage 3 77.00 70.00 28.88 23.25 1.62
Stage 4 63.00 48.00 27.33 27.83 2.08*
Stage 5 50.50 48.00 28.04 22.27 1.42
Stage 6 65.00 51.50 31.28 19.98 2.27*
*2. < .05 ** P < .01
The data in Table 3 indicate that the changes
which occurred at Stages 1, 2, 4, and 6 are
significant. The test showed differences at Stages 1
and 2 to be significant at greater than the .05 level
of significance. On the other hand, the test showed
that the differences between the pre- and post-test
results at Stages 0, 3, and 5 were not statistically
significant at the predetermined level of significance.
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Since differences were observed. Hypothesis One is
rejected.
Question Two: What are the Levels of Use that
existed among the subjects before and after
intervention?
Hypothesis Two; There are no significant
differences between the Levels of Use that existed
among the subjects before and after intervention.
Level of Use assessments regarding the composition
program were made for 45 teachers. The data were
gathered using the Levels of Use Focused Interview. The
analyses of the data are found in Tables 4 and 5.
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Table 4
Percentaae Distribution of Overall Levels of Use Prior
to and After Intervention (N=45')
Level
of Use
Before
Intervention
After
Intervention
0 (Non-Use) 6.7 2.2
I (Orientation) 17.8 13.3
II (Preparation) 31.1 33.3
III (Mechanical Use) 28.9 22.2
IVA (Routine) 15.6 24.4
IVB (Refinement) 4.4
V (Integration)
VI (Renewal
It is hypothesized that people tend to move
sequentially (if they move at all) from LoU 0 (Nonuse)
to LoU IVA (Routine). From that point they move to a
higher level or they may move "back" to a lower level.
The data in Table 4 indicate where the subjects in this
study were in relation to their use of the innovation.
Before intervention they were identified at five of the
eight Levels of Use. After intervention they were
identified at six of the eight Levels of Use. After
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intervention 4% of the subjects were identified at LoU
IVB (Refinement), a level at which no subjects were
identified prior to intervention.
Table 5 contains cross-tabulation data which show
the direction of movement of the subjects from one
level to another.
Table 5
Cross-Tabulation of Levels of Use (LoU) Before and
After Intervention (N=45)
LoU
Before
LoU After Intervention
Intervention 0 I II III IVA IVB V VI (TOTAL)
0 1 2 3
I 4 4 8
II 11 3 14
III 7 6 13
IVA 5 2 7
IVB
V
VI
(TOTAL) 1 6 15 10 11 2 45
The data in Table 5 indicate that more individuals
progressed from LoU III to LoU IVA than at any other
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level. Prior to intervention, 13 subjects were at LoU
III, and after intervention 6 of the 13 were found at
LoU IVA. Movement occurred at all levels but the
greatest change occurred at LoU III.
Were these changes significant? To answer this
question the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test
was administered to test the significance of the
differences in the Levels of Use of the subjects at .05
level of significance. Table 6 shows the results of
the test.
Table 6
Comparison of the Level of Use (LoU) Ratings Before and
After Intervention (N=45)
Median Percentile Mean Rank Z-Score
LoU Before After Before After
0 - IVB 2.6 3.0 0.00 20.00 5.44**
** P < .01
The data show that the Z-score is significant to
the .01 level of significance; that means that the
difference between the median percentile LoU scores is
statistically significant. Hence, Hypothesis Two is
rejected.
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Question Three: Is there any relationship between
the subjects' Stages of Concern about the innovation
and their Levels of Use of the innovation before and
after intervention?
Hypothesis Three: There is no significant
relationship between the subjects' Stages of Concern
about the innovation and their Levels of Use of the
innovation before and after intervention.
An analysis of the data in Table 7 revealed that
initially 21 subjects with self (Stages 0, 1, and 2)
concerns were typically nonusers of the innovation.
However, 8 of them were at the Orientation (I) Level
and 10 of them were at the Preparation (II) Level. The
data also revealed that 16 of the subjects with self
concerns were performing at higher Levels of Use (III-
VIB) than expected. In theory the Stages of Concern
and the Levels of Use move in a nearly one-to-one
relationship, or with stages of concern slightly ahead
of use. In many instances, however, use and concerns
do not progress at the same rate (Hall S Loucks, 1977).
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Table 7
Correlation of the Stages of Concern and the Levels of
Use Before and After Intervention (N=45l
Stage of
Concern
Levels of
Before Intervention
Use
After Intervention
Category O-II III-IVB O-II III-IVB
Self
(Stages 0-2)
21 16 21 18
Task
(Stage 3)
3 2 1 1
Impact
(Stages 4-6)
1 2 4
The data in Table 7 show that use and concerns do
not progress at the same rate. The 5 subjects with
task (Stage 3) concerns were at different Levels of
Use; 3 were performing at lower levels than expected.
One of the 3 subjects with impact concerns (Stages 4
and 5) was performing at a lower Level of Use.
After intervention some changes occurred, but the
majority of the subjects with self concerns were at
Levels of Use O-II. The number of subjects with self
concerns at higher Levels of Use (III-IVB) increased
from 16 to 18. In the meantime, the number of subjects
with task concerns decreased from 5 to 2, and the
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number of subjects with impact concerns increased from
3 to 4. The 4 subjects with impact concerns were all
at Levels of Use III-IVB which indicated that they were
users of the innovation.
Further analysis of the SoC and LoU data was made
using inferential statistical techniques. The Spearman
correlation procedures were used to determine the
relationship between these two variables. The results
are shown in Table 8.
Table 8
Correlation (Rho) Matrix of the Staaes of Concern (SoC)
and the Levels of Use fLoUl Pre- and Post-test
Scores(N=45)
Pre Post Pre Post
Variables LoU LoU SoC SoC
Pre LoU -- -- -.05 -.26*
Post LoU .99 -- .04 -.21
Pre SoC -.05 .04 -- .44
Post SoC -.26* -.21 -- __
* P < .05
The results from the Spearman correlation
presented in Table 8 show that there is no significant
relationship between the pre LoU and the pre SoC. The
113
data also show that there is no significant
relationship between the post LoU and the post SoC.
Therefore, Hypothesis Three is not rejected.
Question Four; Is there any difference between
the subjects' Stages of Concern about the innovation
and their content area assignments?
Hypothesis Four: There is no significant
difference between the subjects' Stages of Concern
about the innovation and their content area
assignments.
The subjects were divided into three subgroups
according to content area assignments. There were 27
subjects who taught reading only, 24 who taught
mathematics only, and 5 subjects who taught both
reading and mathematics.
A descriptive summary of the data obtained from
the administration of the Stages of Concern
Questionnaire (SoCQ) prior to and after intervention is
presented in Table 9.
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Table 9
of Concern (SoC) Percentile Scores by Content Area
Assignments (N=56)
SoC
Reading Only
(n = 27)
Pre Post
Math
(n =
Pre
Only
24)
Post
Reading
& Math
(n = 5)
Pre Post
Stage 0 89 86 91 86 72 86
Stage 1 88 69 90 80 95 72
Stage 2 85 76 89 85 96 83
Stage 3 73 65 77 63 88 60
Stage 4 54 43 59 54 76 54
Stage 5 48 44 48 44 76 59
Stage 6 57 47 52 42 77 49
The data show that all of the subjects had high
concerns initially. The high concerns at Stages 0, 1,
and 2 are characteristic of nonusers and beginning
users of an innovation. However, the 5 teachers who
were assigned to teach both reading and mathematics
showed high concerns at Stages 1, 2, and 3 and moderate
concern at Stage 0. This group exhibited concerns
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which were atypical of those hypothesized by the
Concerns Theory.
After intervention a decrease was observed in the
intensity of the concerns at all stages for each
subgroup except the reading and mathematics subgroup.
Of the 3 subgroups, this group showed the greatest
decreases at all stages except Stage 0. At Stage 0
this subgroup showed an increase in intensity of 14
points.
These data are shown graphically in Figures 3, 4,
and 5. These figures represent an SoC profile for each
subgroup. The graphs depict the findings discussed
about the concerns of the subgroups and about the group
as a whole under Hypothesis One.
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Figure 3. Profile of the Stages of Concern (SoC) for
Reading Teachers Comparing Pre- and Post-test Results
Pretest
Posttest
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Figure 4. Profile of the Stages of Concern (SoC)
for Mathematics Teachers Comparing Pre- and Post-test
Results
Pretest
Posttest
118
Figure 5. Profile of the Stages of Concern (SoC) for
Teachers of Both Reading and Mathematics Comparing Pre-
and Post-test Results
Pretest
Posttest
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The Kruskal-Wal1is One-Way ANOVA by Ranks, an
analog of the parametric one-way ANOVA, was used to
determine whether or not there is any significant
difference between the Stages of Concern of the 3
subgroups at each of the seven stages. The results of
this test are presented in Tables 10 and 11.
Table 10
Comparison of the Stages of Concern by Content Area
Assignments Before Intervention (N=56)
Median Percentile
Stages
of
Concern
Reading
Only
(n=27)
Math
Only
(n=24)
Reading
& Math Chi
(n=5) Square Probability
Stage 0 89.0 90.0 71.0 5.92 .05*
Stage 1 90.0 91.0 95.0 2.82 .24
Stage 2 85.0 91.5 95.0 8.46 .01**
Stage 3 73.0 78.5 92.0 2.83 .24
Stage 4 54.0 66.0 66.0 3.81 .15
Stage 5 49.0 46.0 84.0 5.25 .07
Stage 6 60.0 61.0 73.0 2.47 .29
*P < . 05 ** P < .(D1
The data in Table 10 show that before intervention
significant differences existed between the Stages of
Concern of the three subgroups at Stage 0 (Awareness)
120
and at Stage 2 (Personal). The differences at other
stages were not significant at the predetermined level
of significance.
The results of the Kruskal-Wallis Test for the 3
subgroups after intervention are presented in Table 11.
Table 11
Comparison of Stages of Concerns by Content Area
Assignments After Intervention (N=56)
Stages
of
Concern
Median Percentile
Read- Math Reading
ing &
Only Only Math Chi
(n=27)(n=24) (n=5) Square Probability
Stage 0 86.0 89.0 86.0 .20 .91
Stage 1 72.0 84.0 69.0 1.83 .40
Stage 2 78.0 85.0 89.0 1.52 .47
Stage 3 69.0 73.0 60.0 1.59 .45
Stage 4 43.0 51.0 59.0 .71 .70
Stage 5 48.0 44.0 59.0 1.63 .44
Stage 6 52.0 47.0 47.0 .36 .84
The results shown in Table 11 revealed that there
are no significant differences in the Stages of Concern
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of the three subgroups as measured by the Kruskal-
Wallis technique at the .05 level of significance.
Hypothesis Four which stated that there is no
significant difference between subjects' Stages of
Concern and their content area assignments would be
rejected when considering the pretest data (before
intervention). However, if only the posttest results
(after intervention) were considered then the
hypothesis would not be rejected. Since significant
differences were observed, the researcher chose to
reject the hypothesis.
Question Five: Is there any difference between
the subjects' Levels of Use of the innovation and their
content area assignments?
Hypothesis Five: There is no significant
difference between the subjects' Levels of Use of the
innovation and their content area assignments.
The Levels of Use data were analyzed using the
Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA by Ranks procedures. The
results of that analysis are given in Table 12. The
data presented in Table 12 show that differences in the
Levels of Use of the innovation by the three subgroups
are highly significant; the level of significance is
122
beyond the .01 level. Hence, Hypothesis Five is
rejected.
Table 12
Comparison of the Level of Use Overall Ratings and
Content Area Assignments Before and After Intervention
(N=45)
Mean Rank
Reading Math Read¬
ing S
Only Only Math Chi
LoU (n=20) (n=20) (n=5) Square Probability
Pretest 31.22 12.30 32.90 24.14 .0000
Posttest 30.80 12.50 33.80 23.57 .0000
Question Six: Is there any relationship between
the subjects’ Stages of Concern about the innovation
and the demographic variables: gender, age, level of
education, and length of teaching experience?
Hypothesis Six: There is no significant
relationship between the subjects' Stages of Concern
and the demographic variables: gender, age, level of
education, and length of teaching experience.
The Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA by Ranks Test was
used to analyze the demographic data to determine if
any relationship existed between the Stages of Concern
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and the variables: gender, age, and the level of
education. Pearson product-moment correlation was used
to determine if there is any relationship between the
subjects' Stages of Concern and length of teaching
experience. The results of these analyses are shown in
Tables 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19.
Table 13
Relationship Between Subjects' Stages of Concern and
Gender Before Intervention (N=56)
Stages
of
Concern
Mean
Female
(n=51)
Rank
Male
(n=5)
Chi
Square Probabi1ity
Stage 0 27.45 39.20 2.37 .12
Stage 1 27.82 35.40 .99 .32
Stage 2 29.23 21.10 1.36 .29
Stage 3 28.49 28.60 .0002 .98
Stage 4 28.79 25.50 .19 .67
Stage 5 28.86 24.80 .28 .59
Stage 6 27.93 34.30 .70 .40
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Table 14
Relationship Between Subjects' Stages of Concern and
Gender After Intervention (N=56')
Stages Mean Rank
of Female Male Chi
Concern (n=51) (n=5) Square Probability
Stage 0 27.41 39.60 2.56 .11
Stage 1 28.21 31.50 .19 .67
Stage 2 28.31 30.40 .07 .78
Stage 3 27.60 37.70 1.75 .19
Stage 4 28.60 27.50 .02 .89
Stage 5 28.33 30.20 .06 .81
Stage 6 27.78 35.80 1.10 .29
The data in Tables 13 and 14 show that there is no
relationship between the subjects' Stages of Concern
and gender at the .05 level of significance.
The ages of the subjects were categorized into 3
groups: (a) 20-39, (b) 40-49, and (c) 50-59.
Presented in Tables 15 and 16 are the results of the
analysis of these data in relation to the subjects'
Stages of Concern.
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Table 15
Relationship Between Subjects' Stages of Concern and
Age Before Intervention (N=56)
Stage
of
Concern
Mean Rank of
20-39 40-49
(n=16) (n=26)
Age Groups
50-59 Chi
(n=12) Square Probabi1ity
Stage 0 37.09 23.08 27.46 7.87 .02*
Stage 1 32.03 24.06 32.83 3.64 .16
Stage 2 30.19 26.54 30.21 .70 .70
Stage 3 30.72 28.21 25.79 .67 .71
Stage 4 29.28 27.15 30.25 .36 .84
Stage 5 25.39 29.58 30.83 1.02 .60
Stage 6 29.97 28.60 26.08 .41 .81
*P < .05
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Table 16
Relationship Between Subjects* Stages of Concern and
Age After Intervention (N=56)
Stage Mean Rank of Age Groups
of 20-39 40-49 50-59 Chi
Concern (n=18) (n=26) (n=12)Square Probability
Stage 0 34.22 25.48 26.46 3.31 .19
Stage 1 31.83 27.37 25.96 1.17 .56
Stage 2 32.92 26.00 27.29 2.00 .38
Stage 3 30.06 29.60 23.79 1.28 .53
Stage 4 27.69 33.42 19.04 6.49 .04*
Stage 5 30.94 29.71 22.21 2.34 .31
Stage 6 30.06 29.00 25.08 .71 .70
*? < .05
The data in Tables 15 and 16 show that a
relationship existed at Stage 0 (Awareness) before
intervention and at Stage 4 (Consequence) after
intervention.
Another demographic variable to be examined was
level of education. The subjects held bachelor's,
master's and/or specialist's degrees. The level of
education was grouped into two categories: (a)
bachelor's and (b) master's and above. The results of
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the analysis of the data are presented in Tables 17 and
18.
Table 17
Relationship of the Subjects' Stages of Concern and
Level of Education Before Intervention (N=56)
Stages
of
Concern
Bachelor's
(n=19)
Mean Rank
Master's
& above
(n=37)
Chi
Square Probability
Stage 0 35.61 24.85 5.48 .02*
Stage 1 28.53 28.49 .0001 . 99
Stage 2 32.29 26.55 1.56 .21
Stage 3 32.32 26.54 1.58 .21
Stage 4 28.68 28.41 .004 .95
Stage 5 26.66 29.45 .36 .54
Stage 6 31.24 27.09 .81 .38
*P < .05
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Table 18
Relationship Between the Subjects* Stages of Concern
and Level of Education After Intervention (N=56)
Stages
of
Concern
Mean
Bachelor'
(n=19)
Rank
Master's
s & Above
(n=37)
Chi
Square Probability
Stage 0 30.95 27.24 .65 .42
Stage 1 30.68 27.38 .52 .47
Stage 2 32.68 26.35 1.89 .17
Stage 3 31.87 26.77 1.23 .27
Stage 4 28.68 28.41 .004 .95
Stage 5 29.61 27.93 .13 .72
Stage 6 29.24 28.12 .06 .81
The information presented in Table 17 shows that a
significant relationship between the variables existed
at only at Stage 0 (Awareness). The data in Table 18
show that no relationship existed between the two
variables at the .05 level of significance.
Presented in Table 19 is the correlation data
generated from the Pearson product-moment correlation
procedures which were used to determine whether or not
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a significant relationship existed between the
variables.
Table 19
Relationship Between Subjects' Stages of Concern and
Their Length of Teaching Experience (N=56)
Stages
of
Concern
Lenath of Teachina Experience
Pretest
Coefficients
Posttest
0 Awareness - .30*’*' -.06
1 Information -.04 - .07
2 Personal -.06 -.12
3 Management -.01 -.02
4 Consequence -.04 - .09
5 Collaboration .12 -.11
6 Refocusing .03 -.001
** P < .01
The data in Table 19 show that a weak negative
relationship existed between the variables at Stage 0
(Awareness). No relationship existed between the
subjects' Stages of Concern and their length of
teaching experience at the other stages.
Overall, there is no significant relationship
between the subjects' Stages of Concern and the
demographic variables of gender, age, level of
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education, and length of teaching experience. Hence,
Hypothesis Six is not rejected.
Question Seven: Is there any relationship between
the subjects' Levels of Use of the innovation and the
demographic variables: gender, age, level of
education, and length of teaching experience?
Hypothesis Seven; There is no significant
relationship between the subjects' Levels of Use of the
innovation and the demographic variables: gender, age,
level of education, and length of teaching experience.
The Levels of Use data collected from the subjects
were analyzed using the Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA by
Ranks Test to determine whether or not the subjects'
Levels of Use are related to the demographic variables
of gender, age, and level of education. Pearson
correlation was used to examine the relationship
between the subjects' Level of Use of the innovation
and their length of teaching experience. The results
of these analyses are presented in Tables 20, 21, 22,
and 23.
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Table 20
Relationship Between Subjects' Levels of Use (LoU) and
Gender (N=45)
Mean Rank
LoU Female Male Chi
Rating (n=41) (n=4) Square Probability
Pre 24.35 9.13 4.94 .03*
Post 24.16 11.13 3.64 .06
* P < .05
The data given in Table 20 show that a
relationship existed between the subjects' initial
Levels of Use rating and gender. However, after
intervention no relationship existed between the Levels
of Use and gender.
Table 21
Relationship Between Subjects* Levels of Use (LoU) and
Age (N=45)
Mean Rank of Age Groups
LoU
Rating
20-39
(n=13)
40-49
(n=22)
50-59
(n=10)
Chi
Square Probability
Pre 20.81 24.41 22.75 .62 .73
Post 21.38 24.34 22.15 .48 .79
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The data in Table 21 show that there is no
significant relationship between the subjects’ use of
the innovation and age.
The analysis of the data dealing with relationship
of the subjects' Levels of Use and level of education
is presented in Table 22.
Table 22
Relationship Between the Subjects' Levels of Use (LoU)
and Level of Education (N=45)
LoU
Mean
Bachelor's
Rank bv Decrree
Master's
and Above Chi
Rating (n=14) (n=31) Square Probability
Pre 21.89 23.50 .15 .70
Post 22.64 23.16 .02 . 90
The results in Table 22 show that no relationship
existed between the subjects' Levels of Use and their
level of education.
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Table 23 shows the data regarding the relationship
between the subjects' Levels of Use and their length of
teaching experience.
Table 23
Relationship Between Subjects' Levels of Use and the
Length of Teaching Experience (N=45)
LoU
Rating
Length of Teaching Experience
Coefficient
Pre .16
Post .09
The data presented in Table 23 indicate that no
significant relationship was found to exist between the
subjects' Levels of Use and the length of teaching
experience.
Examination of all of the data presented relative
to the subjects' Levels of Use and the demographic
variables of gender, age, level of education, and
length of teaching experience revealed that no
significant relationship existed between these
variables at the .05 level of significance. Therefore,
Hypothesis Seven is not rejected.
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In summary, the application of four statistical
techniques, the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks
Test, Spearman Rank Correlation, Kruskal-Wallis One-
Way ANOVA by Ranks Test, and Pearson Correlation,
resulted in the rejection of four hypotheses and the
retention of three hypotheses.
Hypothesis One; Rejected; there were significant
differences between subjects’ Stages of Concern prior
to and after intervention.
Hypothesis Two; Rejected; there was a significant
difference between the subjects' initial overall Level
of Use ratings and their final overall Level of Use
ratings.
Hypothesis Three; Not rejected; no significant
relationship was found to exist between subjects'
Stages of Concern and Levels of Use before and after
intervention.
Hypothesis Four: Rejected; significant
differences were observed before the onset of
intervention but no significant differences were
revealed after intervention.
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Hypothesis Five: Rejected; there was a
significant difference between the subjects* Levels of
Use and content area assignments.
Hypothesis Six; Not rejected; no significant
relationship was found to exist between subjects'
Stages of Concern and demographic variables such as
gender, age, level of education, and length of teaching
experience.
Hypothesis Seven: Not rejected; no significant
relationship was found to exist between the subjects'
Levels of Use of the innovation and the demographic
variables of gender, age, level of education, and
length of teaching experience.
In the next chapter the summary, conclusions, and
recommendations of this study are presented.
CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This final chapter contains (a) the summary of the
study including the purpose, design, findings, and
discussion; (b) conclusions that resulted from the
analyses of the data, and (c) recommendations based on
the findings and conclusions.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to apply two
dimensions of the Concerns-Based Adoption Model to
identify concerns of teachers about an innovation
adopted by their school district and to determine their
use of the innovation. Additionally, this study was
designed to change teacher attitudes and behaviors
about the adopted innovation by using the assessment
information to provide intervention specifically
focused on the teachers' identified concerns.
Resolution of the concerns was expected to result in
more effective use of the innovation. Thus, the focus
of the study centered on this question: Can teachers'
Stages of Concern about an innovation and Levels of Use
of that innovation be changed significantly by
intervention tactics prescribed by the Concerns-Based
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Adoption Model? More specifically, the study was
designed to test the following seven hypotheses:
Hypothesis One. There are no significant
differences between the Stages of Concern that existed
among the subjects before and after intervention.
Hypothesis Two. There are no significant
differences between the Levels of Use that existed
among the subjects before and after intervention.
Hypothesis Three. There is no significant
relationship between the subjects' Stages of Concern
and their Levels of Use of the innovation before and
after intervention.
Hypothesis Four. There is no significant
difference between the subjects' Stages of Concern
about the innovation and their content area
assignments.
Hypothesis Five. There is no significant
difference between the subjects' Levels of Use of the
innovation and their content area assignments.
Hypothesis Six. There is no significant
relationship between the subjects' Stages of Concern
about the innovation and the demographic variables:
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gender, age, level of education, and length of teaching
experience.
Hypothesis Seven. There is no significant
relationship between the subjects' Levels of Use of the
innovation and the demographic variables: gender, age,
level of education, and length of teaching experience.
Design of Study
This study was conducted using a quasi-
experimental design known as the one group pretest-
posttest design. Basically, three steps were involved:
(a) administration of a pretest (SoCQ and LoUI) to
measure the dependent variables, (b) application of the
treatment (intervention tactics) to the subjects, and
(c) administration of a posttest (SoCQ and LoUI) to
measure the dependent variables.
The study was confined to seven schools in a large
inner-city school district in the state of Georgia.
There were 56 teachers involved in this study, and they
were assigned to teach reading, mathematics, or both
reading and mathematics in grades 6 and 8.
The innovation referred to in this study was the
school district's composition program which was adopted
and mandated for implementation in all schools.
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kindergarten through twelfth grade. The program
emphasized the concept of "Writing Across the
Curriculum". Therefore, all teachers were expected to
become "teachers of composition skills."
In this study the teachers' concerns about and use
of the adopted innovation were assessed using two
instruments: (a) the Stages of Concern Questionnaire
(SoCQ) and (b) the Levels of Use Focused Interview
(LoUI) technique. The assessment data gathered were
used to identify the teachers' Stages of Concern (SoC)
and the Levels of Use (LoU) of the innovation. With
this assessment data, the researcher provided
intervention which was based on the teachers'
identified concerns and use behaviors. To determine
whether or not the intervention produced teacher
change, the SoCQ and LoUI were administered a second
time.
The data collected from the pretest and posttest
administrations were analyzed using descriptive and
inferential statistical techniques. Because of the
type of data collected nonparametric statistical
techniques were used to analyze all data except one
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demographic variable. In this instance, the Pearson
correlation was used.
The statistical calculations were done by
computer. The SSPS-X (Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences-Version 10) was the software package
used. The following programs were used to provide
descriptive data: (a) CONDESCRIPTIVE, (b) BREAKDOWN,
and (c) CROSSTABS.
The inferential statistical programs used to test
the hypotheses included (a) the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs
Signed-Ranks Test, (b) Spearman rank-order correlation,
(c) Kruskal-Wal1is One-Way ANOVA by Ranks, and (d)
Pearson correlation. The hypotheses were tested at the
.05 level of significance.
Findings of the Study
The findings of this study are presented in order
of the hypotheses identified previously in this
section:
1. Significant differences were identified
between the subjects' pretest scores for the Stages of
Concern and their posttest scores for the Stages of
Concern.
141
2. Significant differences were observed between
the subjects pre-assessment LoU ratings and their post¬
assessment LoU ratings.
3. No significant relationship was found to exist
between the subjects' Stages of Concern and their
Levels of Use of the innovation.
4. A significant difference was revealed relative
to the subjects’ Stages of Concern and their content
area assignments.
5. A significant difference was indicated between
the subjects' Levels of Use of the innovation and their
content area assignments.
6. No significant relationship was found to exist
between the subjects' Stages of Concern and the
demographic variables of gender, age, level of
education and length of teaching experience.
7. No significant relationship was shown to exist
between the subjects' Levels of Use and the demographic
variables of gender, age, level of education, and
length of teaching experience.
Discussion
In this study, an effort was made to answer
specific questions about teachers' concerns and use of
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an innovation adopted for implementation within their
school district. Additionally, questions about
personal variables were addressed. The analyses of the
data collected produced some key results regarding the
subjects' concerns and use of the innovation. The
results of this study revealed the following
information:
1. The teachers' concerns followed the basic
pattern of the typical nonuser. The group reflected
strong self concerns which were indicated by their high
percentile scores at Stages 0, 1, and 2. Their task
concerns were in the moderate range but slightly higher
than the hypothesized pattern for the typical nonuser.
2. A comparison of the teachers' pretest and
posttest SoC mean percentile scores revealed a decrease
in the intensity of the concerns scores at all stages.
Although the posttest scores were lower than the
pretest scores, the teachers' highest concerns were at
Stage 0, 1 and 2, and the lowest at Stages 4, 5 and 6.
The overall concerns profile was still that of a
nonuser. However, the concern profile depicted by the
pretest scores suggested and reflected interested, not
terribly over-concerned, positively disposed nonusers.
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The posttest concerns profile, on the other hand,
represented that of nonusers who were more concerned
about their personal position and well-being than the
innovation (see Figure 2).
3. The SoC changes that occurred were found to be
significant at several Stages of Concern. The highest
Stage of Concern for the group prior to intervention
was Stage 1, Informational. The group indicated a need
for general information about the innovation.
Intervention tactics which addressed this concern were
used. According to the resultant data, the change
which occurred in teachers' concerns at this stage was
significant beyond the .05 level of significance. The
change that occurred in the group's concerns at Stage 2
(Personal) was also significant beyond the .05 level.
Significant changes also occurred at Stages 4 and 6.
Hence, significant changes occurred at four of the
seven stages.
4. When the teachers were grouped according to
their content area assignments, their concerns profiles
(see Figures 3, 4, and 5) depicted that of the nonuser.
Examination of data revealed that the intensity of the
concerns for the three groups differed slightly at
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Stages 0, 1, and 2. The reading teachers and the
mathematics teachers showed their highest SoC at Stage
0 (Awareness) while those teachers who taught both
reading and mathematics had their highest SoC at Stage
2 (Personal). The intensity of the concerns of the
teachers of both reading and mathematics was higher
than the other two subgroups at all stages except Stage
0 (Awareness). The posttest results showed a decrease
in the intensity of the concerns at all stages for the
three groups with one exception. Again the exception
was found in the group of teachers who taught both
reading and mathematics. The posttest score for this
group at Stage 0 (Awareness) increased by 14 points.
The highest SoC posttest results for the three groups
were at the same stage (Stage 0, Awareness) and at the
same intensity (86th percentile). The teachers of both
reading and mathematics showed the most intense
concerns before intervention; this group showed the
greatest change in all stages except Stage 0. The
changes in the SoC of these three groups was tested for
significance. It was found that significant
differences existed at Stages 0 (Awareness) and 2
(Personal) prior to intervention. No significant
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differences were found to exist in their posttest
scores at any stage.
5. A comparison of the teachers' pre- and post¬
assessments of their Levels of Use indicated that their
use of the innovation increased. The data indicated
that the teachers were moving sequentially, that is,
from a lower to a higher level of use. The difference
between the pretest and posttest ratings was found to
be highly significant.
6. The relationship between the teachers' Stages
of Concern and their Levels of Use was found not to be
consistent with that hypothesized by other researchers.
The relationship between the SoC and LoU is theorized
to move in a nearly one-to-one correspondence, or with
concerns slightly ahead of use. Researchers have noted
that use and concerns do not always progress at the
same rate and that this can create major problems. In
this study, no significant relationship was found to
exist between the subjects' Stages of Concern and their
Levels of Use.
7. There was no relationship between the
subjects' use of the innovation and demographic
variables such as age, gender, level of education, and
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length of teaching experience. This finding was also
the same for the Stages of Concern. No relationship
was found between the subjects' concerns about the
innovation and their age, gender, level of education,
or length of teaching experience.
The findings in this study were for the most part
consistent with those of other researchers who have
explored these variables in similar situations.
However, there was one exception--the relationship
between the SoC and LoU.
Conclusions
Based on the findings of this study, the following
conclusions are justified:
1. Significant change occurred in the teachers'
concerns about the innovation from the time of the
pretest administration (November) to the posttest
administration (May).
2. The teachers' use of the innovation changed
significantly from the time of pre-assessment
(February) to the time of the post-assessment (May).
3. The relationship between the teachers' use of
the innovation and concerns about the innovation was
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not consistent with previous research findings
regarding these two variables.
4. The Stages of Concern were more intense for
the five teachers who taught both reading and
mathematics than for the teachers who taught reading
only or mathematics only.
5. The Levels of Use of the innovation by the
three subgroups increased significantly from pretest to
posttest.
6. Demographic variables such as age, gender,
level of education, and length of teaching experience
were not related to teachers' use of the innovation or
to their concerns about the innovation.
The research question. Can teachers' concerns
about an innovation and their use of the innovation be
changed significantly by intervention tactics suggested
by the CBAM research?, cannot be answered definitively
with a positive or negative response. The researcher
cannot state conclusively that the intervention tactics
used were solely responsible for the teacher changes
that occurred. However, the researcher would like to
believe that the interventions applied had some impact.
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Recommendations
Several recommendations for future study can be
made. There is a need for studies that cover a longer
period of time in regard to the adoption process than
was the case in this study. A longer study period
would allow time for the researcher to determine if
concerns are abated after interventions are employed.
Further study should be done to test the relationship
between the Stages of Concern and the Levels of Use.
It is also recommended that a different research design
be utilized. This researcher would suggest the use of
a true experimental design or perhaps a time-series
design.
It is also recommended that: (a) the school
district provide more in-depth inservice on the
teaching of writing in the content area, especially for
those teachers who are not primarily English or
language arts teachers, (b) the concerns-based approach
be utilized to diagnose the needs of teachers and plan
inservice that is geared specifically to the diagnosed
needs, (c) the district's curriculum developer seek
input from those persons who are expected to implement
programs to ascertain information about how best to
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implement new innovations, and (d) a full study of the
actual implementation of the composition program be
done district-wide since this present study focused
only on a small population.
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Appendix A
Seven Stages of Concern About the Innovation*
0 Awareness: Little concern or involvement with the innovation
is indicated.
1 Informational: A general awareness of the innovation and
interest in learning more details about it is indicated.
2 Personal: Individual is uncertain about the demands of the
innovation, his/her inadequacy to meet those demands and
his/her role with the innovation.
3 Management: Attention is focused on the processes and tasks of
using the innovation.
4 Ckinsequence: Attention is focused on the impact of the
innovation on the learner.
5 Collaboration: The focus is on coordination and cooperation
with others regarding the use of the innovation.
6 Refocusing: The focus in on exploration of alternative uses of
the innovation.
*From A developmental conceptualization of the adoption process
within educational institutions by G. E. Hall, R. C. Wallace, Jr.,
& W. A. Dossett, 1973. Austin, TX: Research and Development
Center for Teacher Education, The University of Texas.
Appendix B
INTRODUCTORY PAGE*
Indicate your sxibject
area assignment:
Indicate your school level
assignment:
Reading
Mathematics
Middle School
High School
Reading & Math
Concerns Questionnaire
Name (optional)
In order to identify these data, please give the last four
digits of your Social Security number:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine what
people who are using or thinking about using various programs are
concerned about at various times during the innovation adoption
process. The items were developed from typical responses of
school and college teachers who ranged from no knowledge at all
about various programs to many years experience in using them.
Therefore, a good part of the items on this questionnaire may
appear to be of little relevance or irrelevant to you at this
time. For the completely irrelevant items, please circle "0" on
the scale. Other items will represent those concerns you ^ have,
in varying degrees of intensity, and should be marked higher on
the scale.
For example:
This statement is not at eiU true of me at this tine. 0 2
This statement is very true of me at this time.
This statement is somewhat true of me now.
0 12 3
0 12 3
This statement seems irrelevant to me.
3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
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Please respond to the items in terms of your present concerns,
or how you feel about your involvement or potential involvement
with the composition program. We do not hold to any one
definition of this innovation, so please think of it in terms of
your own perception of what it involves. Since this questionnaire
is used for a variety of innovations, the name the composition
program never appears. However, phrases such as "the innovation,"
"this approach," and "the new system" all refer to the composition
program. Remember to respond to each item in teirms of your
present concerns about your involvement or potential involvement
with the composition program.
Thank you for taking time to complete this task.
(Appendix B Continued)
Stages of Concern Questionnaire*
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0
Irrelevant
1 2
Not true
of me now
3 4 5
Somewhat true
of me now
6 7
Very true
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
I am concerned about students attitudes toward this 012
innovation.
I now know of some other approaches that might work 012
better.
I don't even know what the innovaticm is. 012
I am concerned about not having enough time to 012
organize myself each day.
I would like to help other faculty in their use of the 0 12
innovation.
I have a very limited knowledge about the innovation. 0 12
I would like to know the effect of reorganization on 0 12
my professional status.
I am concerned about conflict between my interests 012
and oiy responsibilities.
I am concerned about revising my use of the innovation. 0 12
I would like to develop working relationships with 012
both our faculty and outside faculty using this
innovaticm.
I am concerned about how the innovation affects 0 12
students.
I am not concerned about this innovation 0 12
I would like to know who will make the decisions in 0 12
the new syston.
I would like to discuss the possibility of using the 0 12
innovation.
I would like to know what resources eure available if 0 12
we decide to adopt this innovation.
I am concerned about my inability to manage all the 0 12
Innovation requires.
I would like to know bow my teaching or adninistration 0 12
is supposed to change.
I would like to familiarize other departments or 0 12
persons with the progress of this new approach.
I am concerned about evaluating my iigmct on students. 0 12
I would like to revise the innovation's instructional 0 12
approach.
I am completely occupied with other things. 0 12
I would like to modify our use of the innovation 0 12
based on the experiences of our students,
klthough I don't know about this innovation, I am 0 12
concerned about things in the area.
I would like to excite my students about their part in 0 1 2
this approach.
I am concerned about time spent working with 0 12
nonacademic problems related to this innovation.
I would like to know fdiat the use of the innovation 0 12
will require in the inaediate future.
I would like to coordinate mj effort with others to 0 12
maxixdze the innovation's effects.
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
166
(Appendix B Continued)
28. I would like to have more infocmatlon on lime and
energy coonitiDeDts required by this innovation.
29. I would like to know what other faculty are doing in
this area.
30. At this time, I am not interested in learning about
this innovation.
31. I would like to determine how to sui^lement,
enhance, or replace the innovaticm.
32. I would like to use feedback from students to change
the program.
33. 1 would like to know how my role will change when I
am using the innovation.
34. Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much
of my time.
35. I would like to know how this innovation is better
than what we have now.
01234567
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
01234567
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
01234567
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*Frcm Measuring stages of concern about the innovation; A manual for use of the SoC
guestionnaire (pp. 69-62) by G. E. Hall, A. A. George, and W. L. Rutherford, 1979. Austin,
TX: Southwest Educational Development Laboratory. Copyright 1974 by CBAH Project, R&DCTE,
University of Texas.
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Please provide the following information:
1. Your Social Security Number - -
2. Your sex: Female Male
3. Your age range: 20-29 30-39
40-49 50-59 60-69
4. Your highest degree: Bachelor's Master's
Education Specialist's Doctorate
5. Your field of concentration
6. Year degree earned
7. Certificate type and field of certification
8. Total years of teaching experience:
9. Total years in APS:
10. Number of years at present school:
11. Your subject area assignments
12. How long have you been involved with the composition
program, not including this year?
Never 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years
In your use of the composition program, do you consider
yourself to be a: nonuser novice
experienced user past user
13.
168
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14. Have you received training in the use of the composition
program (workshops, courses)?
Yes No
15, What do you perceive as the greatest problem(s) with the
composition program as currently designed? Describe
problems
Appendix C
Statements on the Stages of Concern Qaestionnaire
Arranged According to Stage
Item
Number Statement
STAGE 0 (AWARENESS)
3 I don't even know wfaat the innovation is.
12 I am not concerned about this innovation.
21 I am coii5)letely occupied with other things.
23 Although I don't know about this innovation, I am concerned about things in the area.
30 At this time, I am not interested in learning about this innovation.
STAGE 1 (INFORMATIONAL)
6 I have a very limited knowledge about the innovation.
14 I would like to discuss the possibility of using the innovaticm.
15 I would like to know what resources are available if we decide to adopt this
innovation.
26 I would like to know what the use of the innovation will require in the immediate
future.
35 I would like to know how this innovation is better than what we have now.
STAGE 2 (PERSCNIAL)
7 I would like to know the effect of reorganization on my professional status.
13 I would like to know >Ao will make the decisions in the new system.
17 I would like to know how my teaching or administration is supposed to change.
28 I would like to have more informatics on time and energy conmitnents required by this
innovation.
33 I would like to know how niy role will change when I ai using the innovation.
STAGE 3 (MANAGEMENT)
4 I am concerned about not having enough time to organize myself each day.
8 I am concerned about conflict between my interests and my responsibilities.
16 I am concerned about my inability to manage all the innovation requires.
25 I am concerned about time spent working with non-academic prchlems related to this
innovation.
34. Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of my time.
STAGE 4 (CONSEQUENCE)
1 I am concerned about students' attitudes toward this innovation.
11 I am concerned about how the Innovation affects students.
19 I am concerned about evaluating my inqact on students.
24 I would like to excite my students about their part in this aj^oacb.
32 I would like to use fee^ack from students to change the program.
STAGE 5 (C0LLAB(«ATI0N)
5 I would like to help other faculty in their use of the innovation.
10 I would like to develop working relationships with both our faculty and outside
faculty using this innovation.
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18 I would like to familiarize other departments or persons with the progress of this
new approach.
27 I would like to coordinate m; effort with others to maximize the innovation's
effects.
29 I would like to know what other faculty are doing in this area.
STAGE 6 (REFOCUSHJG)
2 I now know of some other approaches that might work better.
9 I am concerned about revising my use of the innovation.
20 I would like to revise the innovation's instructional approach.
22 I would like to modify our use of the innovation based on the experiences of our
students.
31 I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance, or replace the innovation.
Appendix D
Levels of Use of the Innovation*
Laval O-lcn-naa
State in iMcb the uidividual has little or no knouledge of the innovatim, no involvement
with it, and is doing nothing toward becoming Involved.
Level I—OrlBotatioB
State in which the individual has acquired or is acquiring information about the innovation
and/or has explored its value orientation and what it will require.
Level n—Preparation
State in which the user is preparing for first use of the innovation.
Level m—flachanlcBl Use
State in which the user focuses most effort on the short-term, day-to-day use of the
innovation with little time for reflection. Changes in use are made more to meet user needs
than needs of students and others. The user is primarily engaged in an atteo^t to master
tasks required to use the innovation. These atte(q)ts often result in disjointed and
siq)erflcial use.
Level m—Bootine
Dse of the innovation is stabilized. Few if any changes are being made in ongoing use.
Little preparation or thought is being given to improve innovation use or its consequences.
Level lyB—Befiaeaeot
State in which the user varies the use of the innovation to increase the impact on clients
(students or others) within their irnnediate sphere of influence. Variations in use are based
on knowledge of both short and long-term consequences for clients.
Level V—IntegFatloa
State in which the user is conbining own efforts to use the innovation with related activities
of colleagues to achieve a collective impact on clients within their coenon sphere of
influence.
Level VI~Seoe«al
State in which the user reevaluates the quality of use of the innovation, seeks major
modificati<»is of, or alternatives to, present innovation to achieve Increased impact on
clients, examines new develcpeaents in the field, and explores new goals for self and the
organizaticx).
*Pram Heasurlna levels of use of the innovation; k manual for trainers. Interviewers, and
raters, (p. 6) by S. F. Loucks, B. W. Newlove, and G. E. Hall, 1973. Austin, TX: Southwest
Educational Development Laboratory. Copyright 1975 by CBAM Project R&DCTE, University of
Texas.
171
Appendix E
Levels of Use Focused Interview
Exe»fp( tam LoticM. S f.. B-W. and O E. Hal -MMauring iMlt o< Um of kromion: AMMjtf tor Trvnort.
Ratairch ir^d Oo^topmant Comar tor Utachf Eduotioft. Unr^trXy of JmM. t97S.
toiafvi»waf». or4 Rama* AuaM;
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Appendix F
Interview Questions
Pmpose
ire you using the innovation? To distinguish between users and nonusers;
to break LoU O-H froi LoD III-VI.
IF TBS
What do you see as the strengths and
weaknesses of the innovatica in your
situation? Have you made any attenpt to
do anything about the weaknesses?
Are you currently looking for any
information about the innovation? What
kind? For what purpose?
Do you ever talk with others about the
innovation? What do you tell them?
What do you see as being the effects of
the innovation? In what way have you
determined this? Are you doing any
evaluating, either formally or informally,
of your use of the innovation? Have you
received any feedback from students? What
you have done with the information you
get?
Have you made any changes recently in how
you use the innovation? What? Why? How
recently? Are you considering ma)dlng any
changes?
As you look ahead to later this year, what
plans do you have in relation to your use
of the innovation?
To pr(d)e Assessing and Knowledge
categories.
To probe Acquiring Information category.
To probe Sharing category.
To prcte Assessing category.
To distinguish between LoD UI (user-
oriented changes), LoD IV B (students-
oriented changes) and LoD IV A (no or
routine changes); to probe Status
Reporting and Performing categories.
To prdae Planning and Status Reporting
categories.
IF 10
Have you made a decisicn to use the
innovaticn in the future? If so, when?
Can you describe the innovation for me as
you see it?
Are you currently looking for any
information about the innovation? What
kinds? For what purposes?
173
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Interview Questions
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OoesticD ParpoBB
IF 10
Wbat do ;ou see as the strengths and
weaknesses of the innovation for jour
situation?
At this point in tine, what kinds of
questions are you asking about the
innovation? Give exanqtles if possible.
Do you ever talk with others and share
information about the innovation? Hhat do
you share?
VBiat are you planning with respect to the
innovation? Can you tell me atxnit any
preparation or plans you have been making
for the use of the innovation?
Can you sumnarize for me «d)ere you see
yourself right now in relation to the use
of the innovation? (Optional Question)
Are you working with others (outside of
anyone you may have worked with from the
beginning) in your use of the innovation?
Have you made any changes in your use of
the innovation based on this coordination?
Are you considering or planning to make
major modifications or to replace the
innovation at this time?
To probe Assessing category.
To probe Assessing, Sharing and Status
Reporting categories.
To probe Sharing category.
To probe Planning category.
To get a concise picture of the user's
percepticn of his/her use or nonuse.
To separate LoD V from III, IV A and IV B.
If a positive response is given, LoD V
probes (below) are used.
To separate LoO VI from m, IV A, IV B
and V.
LOO V Prcbea
How do you work together? How frequently?
Uhat do you see as the strengths and the
weaknesses of this collaboration?
Are you looking for any particular kind of
information in relation to this
collaboration?
When you talk to others about your
collaboration, what do you share with
them?
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Interview Questions
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floestlcD Poipaoe
Have you done any formal or informal
evaluation of how your collaboration is
working?
What plans do you have for this
collaborative effort in the future?
Past Users
Why did you stop using the innovation?
Can you describe for me bow you organized
your use of the innovation, what problems
you found, what its effects appeared to be
on students?
When you assess the innovation at this
point in time, what do you see as the
strengths and weaknesses for you?
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
151
154
163
134
182
167
107
82
120
128
142
Appendix G
LISTING OF INDIVIDUAL STAGES OF CONCERN (Raw Scores)
Pretest Posttest
Stages of Concern Total Stages of Concern
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Score 0 1 2 3 4 5
4 29 35 22 28 31 19 168 12 19 27 16 30 25
10 26 31 28 28 23 22 168 23 24 29 20 21 21
16 26 26 23 27 26 23 167 13 24 26 23 26 25
5 30 30 26 27 29 25 172 14 16 21 21 26 23
13 29 29 29 32 26 22 180 20 32 33 24 30 25
14 28 30 19 28 25 13 157 21 29 29 25 26 21
7 27 31 20 35 34 30 184 2 7 7 3 34 34
6 24 26 17 19 27 17 136 21 2 14 8 26 15
12 26 29 26 28 26 22 169 10 17 20 18 26
17
12 26 22 22 25 15 20 142 19 17 19 23 20 13
11 29 34 21 31 28 12 166 13 25 29 19 25 16
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
127
157
125
125
60
161
74
136
118
111
106
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Pretest Posttest
Stages of Concern Total Stages of Concern
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Score 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
20 26 32 23 29 20 22 172 5 22 29 20 25 19 7
19 24 32 14 22 19 12 142 15 27 30 19 30 22 14
11 23 26 18 18 7 10 113 18 22 23 22 23 8 9
16 31 20 20 31 21 22 161 13 15 14 17 23 21 22
7 3 3 8 18 17 5 61 11 4 0 8 13 20 4
13 28 18 12 30 23 22 146 19 23 26 19 27 25 22
4 8 23 15 21 11 11 93 5 9 7 14 18 9 12
15 20 25 18 24 17 17 136 9 23 22 20 26 17 19
5 22 25 18 25 16 19 130 9 12 22 19 21 12 23
7 16 29 15 29 14 11 121 6 18 22 16 24 15 10
15 20 16 27 18 17 22 135 13 23 17 13 17 9 14
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
142
170
146
129
72
173
118
180
125
136
109
147
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Pretest Posttest
Stages of Concern Total Stages of Concern
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Score 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
22 30 22 10 20 18 19 141 15 26 25 13 22 21 20
17 27 30 29 25 27 27 182 20 20 26 26 29 29 20
13 32 17 17 20 16 8 123 20 23 20 26 21 18 18
17 23 20 17 15 17 23 132 15 19 19 20 19 19 18
10 26 35 26 35 20 26 178 8 12 15 13 12 12 10
17 25 20 14 15 12 15 118 19 26 27 24 29 24 24
18 27 31 26 27 21 23 173 12 20 23 16 23 9 15
19 27 28 24 27 22 25 172 14 31 32 28 33 23 19
22 25 24 16 23 12 10 132 12 27 28 20 21 10 7
19 20 25 13 28 19 21 145 8 28 27 10 24 22 17
5 22 14 20 19 21 9 110 4 14 16 24 22 19 10
13 27 25 13 25 19 15 137 9 24 31 18 23 22 20
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
102
81
120
121
120
155
159
132
72
91
115
130
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Pretest Posttest
Stages of Concern Total Stages of Concern
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Score 0 1 2 3 4
5 6
14 26 28 21 22 19 11 141 16 21 21 9 15
8 12
19 14 22 10 19 10 10 104 9 06 14 7 18 10
17
21 23 24 29 23 20 20 160 16 20 24 10 20 20
10
6 28 25 9 17 33 13 131 6 19 30 9 14 30 13
11 33 33 26 34 23 27 187 13 21 19 14 22 14 17
15 15 31 25 28 17 16 147 14 25 25 20 29 25 17
13 29 33 26 30 23 21 175 10 28 31 25 26 26
13
9 20 32 20 29 26 26 162 8 15 21 18 26 15
29
5 21 21 5 29 23 16 120 5 8 9 8 19 11
12
22 24 24 22 26 20 24 162 13 13 17 11 18 10
9
11 25 22 14 29 16 14 131 10 19 21 18 18
13 16
11 23 27 23 16 13 9 122 18 24 23 15 27 12
11
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Pretest Posttest
Stages of Concern Total Stages of Concern Total
Subject 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Score 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Score
47 17 30 34 35 25 14 26 181 11 32 35 29 29 35 25 196
48 10 24 31 25 32 32 21 175 11 32 32 29 29 35 23 191
49 22 30 30 25 25 11 28 171 21 28 31 24 24 18 29 175
50 14 25 30 19 28 26 22 164 20 23 28 20 32 31 18 172
51 7 19 17 15 22 25 14 119 8 24 30 23 25 18 13 141
52 15 33 35 3 28 21 1 136 5 9 25 12 24 25 6 106
53 5 19 26 24 34 24 27 159 2 21 22 17 34 25 20 141
54 9 27 30 18 30 34 22 170 5 28 30 10 34 35 16 158
55 14 28 27 17 28 26 12 152 5 13 16 11 24 19 5 93
56 10 29 34 31 30 17 21 143 9 26 29 19 27 18 15 143
180
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
181
(Appendix G Continued)
Listing of Individual Stage of
Concern Percentile Scores (Pretest)*
Stage of Concern Percentile Scores
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
46 96 99 83 66 91 60
81 91 95 95 66 59 73
94 91 87 85 61 72 77
51 97 94 92 63 84 84
89 96 92 97 86 72 73
91 95 94 73 66 68 34
66 93 95 77 96 97 96
60 88 87 65 27 76 52
86 91 92 92 66 72 73
86 91 78 83 54 28 65
84 96 97 80 82 80 30
98 91 96 85 71 48 71
97 88 96 52 38 44 30
84 84 87 69 24 9 22
94 98 72 77 82 52 73
66 19 17 27 24 36 9
89 95 67 43 76 59 73
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
182
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Stage of Concern Percentile Scores
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
46
91
53
66
92
99
95
69
95
81
95
96
97
99
97
53
89
91
97
37
72
80
60
72
97
93
99
84
91
90
93
93
90
72
80
93
91
54
80
85
85
92
59
78
94
63
72
99
72
95
91
81
85
55
85
91
78
56
69
69
56
94
34
97
65
65
92
52
92
88
60
47
77
47
80
34
33
48
54
71
24
30
54
30
16
96
16
63
63
41
66
27
54
38
27
16
36
31
25
36
40
76
31
37
48
19
52
55
19
44
52
44
44
14
26
52
60
26
73
57
90
17
77
87
42
77
84
22
77
20
42
26
22
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
*R,
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Stage of Concern Percentile Scores
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
98 84 81 97 43 48 65
60 95 85 30 21 95 34
84 99 96 92 92 59 90
93 57 95 90 66 36 47
89 96 96 92 76 55 69
77 72 96 77 71 72 87
53 75 76 15 71 59 47
99 88 83 83 59 49 81
84 90 78 52 71 31 38
84 84 89 85 19 22 20
95 97 97 99 54 25 87
81 88 95 90 86 91 69
99 97 94 90 54 16 92
91 90 94 71 66 72 73
66 69 63 56 38 68 38
93 99 99 9 66 52 2
51 69 87 88 92 64 90
71 95 94 69 76 97 71
91 95 89 65 66 72 30
81 96 97 98 76 36 69
Intervention
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Listing of Individual Stage of
Concern Percentile Scores (Posttest)*
Subject Stage of Concern Percentile Scores
Number 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 86 69 89 60 71 68 73
2 99 88 92 77 33 52 47
3 89 88 87 85 59 68 87
4 91 60 76 80 59 59 57
5 98 99 96 88 76 68 57
6 98 96 92 90 59 52 47
7 29 34 31 9 92 97 65
8 29 16 55 27 59 28 42
9 81 63 72 69 59 36 30
10 97 63 70 85 30 22 52
11 89 90 92 73 54 31 42
12 53 80 92 77 54 44 14
13 93 93 94 73 76 55 38
14 96 80 80 83 43 10 20
15 89 57 55 65 43 52 73
16 84 23 5 27 11 48 6
17 97 84 87 71 63 68 73
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
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Stage of Concern Percentile Scores
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6
53 40 31 52 24 12 30
77 84 78 77 59 36 60
77 48 78 71 33 19 77
60 66 78 60 48 28 22
89 84 63 47 21 12 38
91 91 85 47 38 52 65
98 72 87 92 71 84 65
98 84 72 92 33 40 57
91 69 70 77 27 44 57
72 48 57 47 9 19 22
97 91 89 88 71 64 81
86 72 80 60 41 12 42
91 98 96 95 90 59 60
86 93 91 77 33 14 14
72 95 89 34 48 55 52
46 54 59 88 38 48 22
71 88 95 19 43 55 65
94 75 76 30 16 10 30
77 30 55 23 24 14 52
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
186
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Stage of Concern Percentile Scores
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
94 72 83 34 30 48 22
60 69 94 30 13 88 34
89 75 70 52 38 25 52
91 90 85 77 71 68 52
89 96 96 92 76 55 69
72 57 76 69 59 28 94
53 37 39 27 27 16 30
89 51 63 39 24 14 20
81 69 76 69 24 22 47
96 88 80 56 63 19 26
84 99 99 97 71 98 77
84 99 96 97 71 98 77
98 95 95 88 48 40 94
98 84 91 77 86 91 51
72 88 94 85 54 40 34
53 40 85 43 48 68 11
29 75 78 65 92 68 65
53 95 94 34 92 98 47
53 51 59 34 48 44 9
94 95 92 97 48 48 69
♦After Intervention
VITA
Name
Place of Birth
Date of Birth
High School
Bachelor of Arts
Biology
Master of Arts for Teachers
Chemistry
Doctor of Education
Educational Leadership
Positions Held
Present Position
Mary Angelyn Crumbley
Thomaston, Georgia
April 22, 1939
G. W. Drake
Thomaston, Georgia
Graduated May 1957
Talladega College
Talladega, Alabama
Conferred June 1961
Georgia State University
Atlanta, Georgia
Conferred August 1972
Atlanta University
Atlanta, Georgia
Conferred December 1989
Science Teacher
Thomaston Public Schools
Atlanta Public Schools
Curriculum Developer
Health Education
Atlanta Public Schools
Resource Teacher
Science and Mathematics
Atlanta Public Schools
Chapter I Coordinator
Reading and Mathematics
Atlanta Public Schools
Atlanta, Georgia
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